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From: Olechiw, Michael
Location: AA-Room-Office-C126-ConfRoom/AA-OTAQ-OFFICE
Importance: Normal

Subject: MTE Update
Start Date/Time: Mon 3/6/2017 3:00:00 PM
End Date/Time: Mon 3/6/2017 4:00:00 PM

Colleagues,

Many of you may have heard that the Administrator has decided to take action on the MTE Final
Determination. While we do not yet know with certainty what that action will be, or the exact
timing associated with the announcement, this meeting is being set to communicate what we
do know and to discuss what this could potentially mean for us going forward.

Call-in:

Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy
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To: Charmiey, William[charmley.william@epa.gov}]
From: NADA Headlines

Sent: Mon 3/27/2017 3:18:00 PM

Subject: Forecast: U.S. March Sales to Reach 17-Year High

View Web Version

SPONSORED

Quotable
"Auto sales in the first quarter
of 2017 are humming along
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P ¥Top Stories

Forecast: U.S. March Sales to Reach 17-Year
High

A WardsAuto forecast calls for U.S. automakers to deliver
==1.61 million light vehicles in March, a 17-year high for the

month. The forecasted daily sales rate of 59,776 over 27

days is a best-ever March result.
Source: WardsAuto

Related article:
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. April 5: NADA Quarterly Briefing on Auto Sales
and Economy

back to top]
[<[Calif. Air Regulators Break with Trump on
Fuel Rules

Calify
i
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tough vehi cIe emissions standards through 2025. The
state Air Resources Board voted unanimously at a
meeting in Riverside [Calif.] to continue with the
standards for 2022 to 2025 after reaching a conclusion
similar to one by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency under the Obama administration. More
recently, however, President Donald Trump said he
wants to re-examine the rules governing gas mileage
and set a uniform fuel mileage requirement for
automakers in the U.S.

Source: The Detroit News

_[back to top]
ﬁIRS Issues Updated Annual Depreciation
Tables for Passenger Vehicles

Revenue Procedure 2017-28 updates for 2017 tax years
the annually published depreciation and inclusion
tables for owners and lessees, respectively, of
passenger vehicles, trucks and vans. First year
depreciation for passenger cars placed in service in
2017 (and for which the § 168(k) additional first year
depreciation deduction applies) is $11,160, and for
trucks and vans is $11,560.

Source: IRS

back to top]
ﬁUsed-Car Market Likely to Eclipse 3.6M
Sales

Used-car sales this month could approach 3.64 million
units, according to a forecast released Friday by ALG.
That would be a 2.4-percent year-over-year increase.

Source: Auto Remarketing

_[back to top]
ﬁBuv-SeHs Shuffle Dealership Rankings

The top 150 groups own 3,468 dealerships, or 19 percent
of all the rooftops in the U.S., according to the
Automotive News Data Center. They retailed
3,585,382 new vehicles or 21.6 percent of the

industry's 2016 U.S. new-vehicle sales, up from 21.2
percent in 2015.
Source: Automotive News

back fo to}
Steps Up to Join the Luxury Game,
Debutmg Two New Vehicles Ahead of the
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New York Auto Show

Buick, the 114-year-old Detroit brand trying to shed its
blue-haired image, will take a significant step toward
joining the ranks of global luxury automakers when it
unveils its long-awaited upscale line at the New York
Auto Show.

Source: Forbes.com

Editor's note: NADA, J.D. Power and the New York
International Auto Show are hosting the 2017
Automotive Forum at the Grand Hyatt New York on
April 11. The full-day forum, "Automotive 3.0 —
Navigating through Changing Times," includes
numerous speakers and panel sessions. For the full
agenda or to register, visit www.autoforumny.com.
Attendees will receive exclusive access to the auto
show during press days starting on April 12.

[back to top]
. March 24 - Ford Warns Higher Rates, Decline in

Resale Values Will Hurt Resulls

« March 23 - Californians Snub Free EVs, Carmakers Say in
Pushback on Mandate

« March 22 - Jobs Bounce Debated As Trump Promises
CAFE Review

«  March 21 - NADA to Hold Quarterly Briefing on Auto Sales
and Economy on April 5

« March 20 - With EPA Victory Comes New Uncertainty
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Introducing NADA Academy
Plus

NADA members can view
past webinars on-demand at
no charge at NADA
University Online. Members
must create an NADA
account before viewing.
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Issues | Unsubscribe | Subscribe | Manage your subscription | email us

For more info, visit nada.org. Any opinions or statements contained herein do
not necessarily reflect the views of NADA. Factual errors are the

advertisement of NADA products and services. Questions or comments
concerning NADA Headlines content may be directed to
publicaffairs@nada.org. To unsubscribe from future editions of NADA
Headlines, click here or contact NADA, 8400 Westpark Drive, Tysons,
VA 22102.
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To: Moskalik, Andrew[Moskalik. Andrew@epa.gov]

Cc: Moran, Robin[moran.robin@epa.gov]; Charmley, William[charmley.william@epa.govl; Helfand,
Gloriafhelfand.gloria@epa.gov]

From: Alson, Jeff

Sent: Thur 3/23/2017 1:14:59 PM
Subject: RE: Pruitt Op-Ed in USA Today

Andy, this is very helpful. I had spent 15 minutes trying to “find” the author on the web, and
clicked on a few facebook and linked in profiles for various folks with that name. I found a
facebook page for this fellow, but not the linked in page you sent. Because of his business
degree, I speculated that this might indeed be the author, but I couldn’t confirm because his
facebook page did not specifically list the NCPA affiliation.

Bottom line—this blog was written by a 23 or 24 year old, with a bachelor’s degree in business
less than a year ago, now working in a “supply chain rotational role,” and whose only other
highlighted activity besides this one blog is volunteering in his church. Based on his own resume
and my web search, he has written no other blogs or articles or papers.

Oh, and his 1-page blog full of errors has been cited in WH talking points and an Administrator
op-ed in USA today.

From: Moskalik, Andrew

Sent: Thursday, March 23,2017 6:48 AM

To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Midterm Review <Midterm Review@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Pruitt Op-Ed in USA Today

Just FYT, here’s Matthew Ruland’s Linked In profile: https://www linkedin.com/in/matthew-
ruland-22888093/ (can’t be more than one Matt Ruland who “conducts research for the National
Center for Policy Analysis.”)

He’s currently employed by Occidental Chemical Corporation, after graduating from Arizona
State University with a BS in Finance in 2016.
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From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2017 3:20 PM

To: Midterm Review <Midterm Review(@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Pruitt Op-Ed in USA Today

Someone just mentioned that this blog hadn’t been sent around to the whole team, so wanted to make
sure everyone was aware.

In the “new” spirit of transparency that the blog discusses, Jeff Alson did a bit of research on the cited
“National Center for Policy Analysis” and here’s what he found:

“The Natxona! Center for Policy Analysis says these standards have pushed manufacturing and jobs to
Mexico

| went to the National Center for Policy Analysis website. The paper is titled “CAFE Standards
Distort Auto Production and Push Jobs South.” Bill flagged this blog a couple of weeks ago
when it was cited in draft talking points. The blog was written by Matthew Ruland, about whom
there is no information other than that he is a “contributing author” to the website. | searched the
web, and can find no one with that name who has done any work on CAFE, GHG, regulatory, or
economic issues. Here are some highlights from the 1-page blog:

| 0 His rationale is 1) CAFE standards increase new vehicle costs, and 2) therefore,
automakers shift jobs to Mexico. No mention of increasing or record sales, or higher profits, or
higher US auto employment.

o111 He criticizes CAFE as “complex, confusing, and seem to always distort things” and
cites as evidence: 1) automakers are allowed to average across their fleets (he is the first
person | know of to criticize CAFE/GHG averaging), 2) separate car and truck standards, and 3)
the footprint-based targets.

I I Immediately after citing separate car and truck standards and footprint-based targets,
he then states that there is regulatory incentive in selling small cars, though he then oddly states
that the Focus “lowers the overall MPG across the Ford fleet.”

i1 And more costly small cars “will possibly lead to a surge in demand of larger, gas-
guzzling trucks or SUVs.”

Bottom line, there is no analytical rationale to support the author’s contention that the standards
are “pushing jobs south” and there are many factual errors in this short blog.

ED_001220_00000154-00002



FOIA EPA-HQ-2017-006421 Production Set #1

From: Birgfeld, Erin

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 2:22 PM

To: Alson, Jeff <alson.jeff@epa.gov>; Charmley, William <charmley.william@epa.gov>;
Olechiw, Michael <olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Grundler, Christopher
<grundler.christopher@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>

Cc: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Snapp, Lisa <snapp.lisa@epa.gov>; Cook,
Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>

Subject: Pruitt Op-Ed

Just in case you missed it...

Scott Pruitt: We're protecting jobs and
the environment (USA Today)

It is time for a fresh look at fuel economy standards that push jobs outside
the United States.

There’s a phrase I've used often over the past several weeks — “The future ain’'t what it used to be.”
After my first full month serving as administrator to the Environmental Protection Agency, there’s no
question times are changing, and last week we saw yet another example of how our president continues
to lead the way.

Auto manufacturing continues to be one of the driving forces in the American economy, accounting

employ more than 3.5 million Americans. The American people clearly want it to stay that way.

President Trump promised to fight to keep auto manufacturing jobs here in the United States, and he has
asked his entire Cabinet to help.

Department of Transportation Secretary Elaine Chao and |, as administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, took steps to help. We have announced that we will revisit the previous
administration’s rule that finalized standards to increase fuel economy to the equivalent of 54.5 mpg for
cars and light-duty trucks by Model Year 2025.

EPA will work with our partners at DOT to take a fresh look. This thorough review will help ensure that this
national program is good for consumers and good for the environment.
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After the November election the EPA rushed through these standards, as Forbes reported, “requiring
automakers to more than double their fleet-wide fuel efficiency by 2025, a move that comes earlier than
expected and is seen as a measure to try to lock in part of President Obama’s legacy before Donald
Trump gets into the White House.”

The auto industry estimates that it would need to spend $200 billion to comply. That type of expense
would lead to higher prices for consumers, lower wages for workers and jobs moving out of the country.
The National Center for Policy Analysis says these standards have pushed manufacturing and jobs o

Mexico.

Last week, EPA and DOT put a pause on the process to reexamine the rule to hear from ali stakeholders.

This is an example of how the Trump administration is going to do things differently. That includes a more
fransparent EPA. Americans can have both a clean and healthy environment and good paying
manufacturing jobs. America is going to create jobs and grow the economy while at the same time be
good stewards to our natural resources.

Improved technology has made the United States the world leader in clean air quality. From 1970 to
2015, aggregate national emissions of the six common poliutants dropped an average of 70% while gross
domestic product grew by 246%. We have achieved this reduction during a time when more Americans
were driving more cars, more miles. That is remarkable and shows American ingenuity is simply the best.

Increased transparency is a difference the Trump administration is going to bring and with it will come
jobs and healthy American families. Yogi Berra was right... The future ain’t what it used to be.

Scott Pruitt is administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.
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To: Charmiey, William[charmley.william@epa.gov}; Hengst, Benjamin[Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov}]
From: Simon, Karl

Sent: Wed 3/22/2017 7:21:19 PM

Subject: FW: Letter for State Environmental Commissioners on Final Determination for GHG Standards
Joint Ltr re EPA GHG Standards. pdf

From: Arthur Marin [mailto:amarin@nescaum.org]

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2017 2:58 PM

To: Grundler, Christopher <grundler.christopher@epa.gov>

Cc: Simon, Karl <Simon.Karl@epa.gov>

Subject: Letter for State Environmental Commissioners on Final Determination for GHG
Standards

Dear Chris and Karl:

Attached is a bi-partisan letter to Administrator Pruitt signed by Environmental Commissioners
from 10 states and DC asking EPA to maintain the “Final Determination on the Appropriateness
of the Model Year 2022-2025 Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards.” The
letter also stresses the importance of the independent authority of California to implement its
own standards and the right of other states to opt into those California standards.

Regards,

Arthur

Arthur Marin

Executive Director

NESCAUM

617 259-2017
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To: Midterm Review[Midterm_Review@epa.gov]; Charmley, William[charmley.william@epa.gov]
From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Wed 3/22/2017 3:52:01 PM

Subject: FW: Jobs Bounce Debated As Trump Promises CAFE Review

http://wardsauto.com/industry/iobs-bounce-debated-trump-promises-cafe-review

This article’s bottom line: “It is unclear, though, where in the auto industry chain new jobs would
sprout from looser efficiency regulations, or how many could be created.”

Includes quotes from Bainwol, Therese Langer, Senator Markey, and some UM professor
talking about a gas tax. Quotes also from the NHTSA preamble in 17-25 rule on employment
effects.

Jobs Bounce Debated As Trump Promises CAFE Review

Mar 21, 2017 James M. Amend | WardsAuto

The president’s rhetoric has presented his administration’s second look at the standards as
fulfilling a campaign promise of easing burdensome industry regulations to stimulate job growth.

President Trump’s plan to conduct a second midterm review of federal fuel-economy and carbon-dioxide
emissions standards arguably sets right a wrong because the previous examination was rushed through
with limited industry input, but whether easing those goals will create jobs is considered debatable.

“EPA pulled a fast one,” Rebecca Lindland, analyst with Kelley Blue Book, says of the late-2016 CAFE
review. “It was incredibly disingenuous.”

President Obama brokered a deal with automakers selling light vehicles in the U.S. for a lofty CAFE
standard of 54.5 mpg (4.3 L/100 km) by 2025. The stair-stepped rules, which began with the '17 model
year, are footprint-based to keep the playing field level between makers of predominantly larger or smaller
vehicles. It also contains credits and other loopholes to make the bogey easier to meet.

However, the biggest carrot Obama presented to the industry with the rules was a midterm review in 2016
to determine how the industry was progressing against the tougher standards. A first step in the review
was a technical assessment paper released in July by the EPA, NHTSA and California Air Resources
Board. It concluded automakers were making the necessary innovations to improve efficiency at a faster
pace and lower cost than anticipated, but 54.5 mpg by 2025 might be unrealistic.

The review was to continue with commentary from stakeholders until April, but the EPA moved the
deadline up to January and decided to maintain the standards as originally written before Obama left
office.
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“We all agreed that 2017-2018 will be used to carry out a thorough midterm review with the full
participation of the auto industry,” FCA CEO Sergio Marchionne said last week after a Trump rally outside
Detroit to announce reopening the review. “l know for a fact that we were not called in (to the late-2016
review). To me it was like somebody reneged on a deal. | don't like it.”

Mitch Bainwol, president and CEO of the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers, a lobbyist for the industry
and early critic of the EPA’s accelerated review, calls Trump’s decision a win for analysis over politics.

Others claim a second review puts at risk billions of doliars in potential fuel savings for consumers and
possibly dramatic reduction in tailpipe emissions.

“Automakers pushed the administration toward (Trump’s) announcement, but they are doing their own
industry a disservice,” says Therese Langer, director-transportation program at the American Council for
Energy Efficient Economy, an advocate for energy efficiency.

“Any delay in settling efficiency standards introduces uncertainty that will disrupt manufacturers' product
planning,” she adds. “What is certain is that technological stagnation is not a recipe for continuing the
remarkable success our domestic manufacturers have achieved in recent years.”

U.S. Sen. Ed Markey (D-MA) called any easing of the rules “the wrong way to go for our security,
economy and environment.”

However, Trump’s rhetoric has presented his administration’s second look at the standards as fulfilling a
campaign promise of relaxing burdensome industry regulations to stimulate job growth. The president
also plans to target tax reform, among other business-friendly policy steps. Whether jobs will come from
looser efficiency standards is debatable.

“Trump could revitalize the auto industry,” says Gary Chaison, an industrial relations labor historian at
Clark University in Worcester, MA. “It's payback time.”

It is unclear, though, where in the auto industry chain new jobs would sprout from looser efficiency
regulations, or how many could be created. In fact, the promise of new jobs from a rules roliback runs
contrary to arguments underpinning their enactment in 2011.

As supporters pushed for tough 2017-2025 standards, they touted job creation as a major benefit of the
rules, alongside cleaner air and reduced annual fuel costs for Americans. The UAW, National Resources
Defense Council and National Wildlife Foundation stated in a report to the EPA and NHTSA during
drafting of the standards that if 75% of the additional content needed for fleets to reach 40 mpg (5.9 L/100
km) by 2020 were put into production, an estimated 150,000 new jobs would be created.

“The final rule will likely have a positive effect on employment in R&D and at suppliers and auto
assemblers for additional parts such as turbochargers,” NHTSA concluded.

The Defour Group, a Michigan business consultancy, was one voice arguing the potential negative
implications of the rule by forecasting 205,000 jobs would be lost as fuel-efficiency technologies raised
car prices and deflated sales. The Center for Automotive Research, an Ann Arbor, Mi-based think tank,
speculated the new technologies would increase costs upwards of $6,000 per vehicle.

NHTSA determined otherwise, saying, “It is highly unlikely the rule would lead to significant job losses in
the near-term in the automotive industry.”
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According to the Obama Admin., U.S. auto industry employment doubled between 2010 and 2015 by
adding 500,000 jobs.

But the industry also witnessed an historic rebound from record-low sales at the end of the previous
decade to all-time annual highs of 17.5 million vehicles in 2015 and 2016. Low interest rates, flexible
borrowing terms, consumer confidence and cheap gas have been cited as the primary drivers, not the
development of fuel-saving technologies.

Last week, Trump effectively promised the same outcome from going in the opposite direction. Lindland
says it is difficult to speculate on what effect looser fuel rules would create.

“It is not a black-and-white question,” she says. “If OEMs were allowed to invest in the technologies
consumers want and there is a tangible environmental benefit, everyone wins. But the big challenge is on
fuel economy. There is not a national demand for hybrid (cars) and electric vehicles.”

America’s currently insatiable appetite for bigger, less-fuel-efficient vehicles could be the wild card in
Trump’s strategy. If fuel prices remain low, as many feared when the 2017-2025 rules were drafted,
consumers may continue to eschew mandated fuel-efficient technologies and automakers will have to cut
jobs to make up for unsold products.

“Whether it spurs or inhibits job growth is something that can be debated endlessly,” Lindland offers.

The question also exists of where Trump’s jobs would go. Some have argued the recently emerging
promise of autonomous driving could replace R&D jobs lost to cutbacks in fuel-efficiency research. But at
the same time, automakers are reluctant to add vehicle-production capacity in the U.S. for fear another
sales downturn only would lead to a new round of painful plant closings.

According to WardsAufo data, capacity utilization of U.S. auto assembly plants last year was 103.1%
based on a 2-crew, 5-day work week over 52 weeks. WardsAuto forecasts slightly lower capacity
utilization in 2017 of 98.2%, which is still awfully tight and a difficult environment to add products and the
jobs to make them without new brick-and-mortar.

Donald Grimes, a professor of labor, employment and economics at the University of Michigan in Ann
Arbor, says Trump is correct in his view of fuel-economy and emissions rules as possibly being poor
legislation. Not for the jobs element, he says, but because it does not address the dictator of consumer
buying habits: gas prices.

“Policymaking has not been very smart,” he says. “(Obama) went for a politically easier answer than a
higher gas tax. And no one will see these jobs. It is a very small amount either way.

“Trump is correct in his assessment of this specific policy, but not the broader context. There is no free
lunch,” he says.

But a fresh look at the rules signals automakers may have a new supporter in their corner, Chaison adds.

“The auto industry has an ally in Donald Trump, because they are a high-profile industry,” he says.

From: NADA Headlines [mailto:nadaheadlines@nada.org]
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Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2017 10:05 AM
To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>
Subject: Jobs Bounce Debated As Trump Promises CAFE Review

View Web Version
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arguably sets right a wrong because the previous examination was
rushed through with limited industry input, but whether easing those
goals will create jobs is considered debatable.

Source: WardsAuto

i [back to top]
|>Auto Makers Target China as New U.S. Trade Rules Loom

Global car makers push Trump to take a harder line over
Chinese regulations that protect local companies

Top auto makers, facing the threat of costly North American trade
policy changes, want the Trump administration to take a harder line
on a market thousands of miles from their home turf. China's car
business is attractive to outsiders chasing sales growth, but rules
protecting local companies dent profits of global auto giants and
force them to share technology with potential rivals. The 25% tariff
on vehicle imports makes U.S.-built automobiles too expensive for
most buyers in the world's largest auto market.

Source: The Wall Street Journal (subscription required)

[back to top]
- Mexico Stops Sweating Over Fate of NAFTA

Spring couldn't have come soon enough for Mexican officials who
worried that the North American Free Trade Agreement might not
survive the winter of Donald Trump's ascent. So far, cooler heads
on both sides of the border have prevailed, paving the way for
negotiations later this year that may find the right mix of
concessions to keep the trilateral trading bloc alive for another
quarter century.

Source: Automotive News

i [back to top]
I Fiat Chrysler Boss Says 'Waiting in Anticipation’ to Meet

VW Chief

Fiat Chrysler Chief Executive Sergio Marchionne said on Tuesday
he was looking forward to meeting Volkswagen boss Matthias
Mueller to discuss a possible tie-up between the two carmakers but
added he hadn't seen his counterpart in six to seven months.
Marchionne has long advocated car industry mergers to share the
costs of making cleaner and more technologically advanced
vehicles and has repeatedly relayed his desire via the media.

Source: Reuters

i [back to top]
[ Webinar Today: Implementing a Courtesy Transportation

Program

Angela Margolit with Bluebird Auto Rental Systems will highlight the
benefits of implementing a courtesy transportation program (CTP) af
the dealership. Find out the advantages of CTP tools such as
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reservation planners, computer-generated loaner agreements,
interactive dashboards and more. Click here to register.

Date: Wednesday, March 22, 2017
Time: 12 p.m. ET

Duration: 30 minutes

Source: NADA Dealership Operations

i [back to top]
[TApril 5: NADA Quarterly Briefing on Auto Sales and

Econo

iSzakaly

NADA Chairman Mark Scarpelli and NADA Chief Economist Steven
Szakaly will share their insights on the overall economy and where it
is trending and provide any revisions to NADA's outlook following
the first quarter sales results for new cars and light trucks, as well
as highlight the key sales indicators and drivers of the retail-auto
industry. NADA has forecast sales of 17.1 million new light vehicles
for 2017.

When: Wednesday, April 5, 2017
Call-in Time: 11 a.m. ET

Scarpelli is president of Raymond Chevrolet and Raymond Kia in
Antioch, lll., and co-owner of Ray Chevrolet and Ray Chrysler-deep-
Dodge-Ram in Fox Lake, |lI.

A Q&A session with members of the media and industry will follow
the briefing. Click here to register.
Source: NADA

[back to top]
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To: Moran, Robin[moran.robin@epa.gov]
Cc: Charmley, William[charmley.william@epa.govl; Olechiw, Michael[olechiw.michael@epa.gov]
From: Alson, Jeff

Sent: Wed 3/22/2017 3:41:55 PM
Subject: FYl in case you missed it--very good article by Amory Lovins

The third article below, from the Monday OTAQ Daily News Brief, is a very good and lengthy
piece by Amory Lovins defending the LD GHG standards. I see that Bill and Mike get this daily
collection, but I wanted to make sure that the two of you saw this article both because it is well
written but also because Lovins is very influential (he visited NVFEL twice in the old days).

Robin, I recommend that you ask David Richards to be added to the list, it is an efficient way to
see 5-10 OTAQ-specific articles each day.

From: Richards, David

Sent: Monday, March 20, 2017 9:44 AM

To: Acevedo, Frank <acevedo.francisco@epa.gov>; Adams, Elizabeth
<Adams.Elizabeth@epa.gov>; Alson, Jeff <alson.jeff(@epa.gov>; Argyropoulos, Paul
<Argyropoulos.Paul@epa.gov>; Audette, Lucie <audette.lucie@epa.gov>; Barba, Daniel
<Barba.Daniel@epa.gov>; Beardslee, Renee <Beardslee.Renee@epa.gov>; Beardsley, Megan
<Beardsley. Megan@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov>; Bizer-Cox, Daniel
<Bizer-Cox.Daniel@epa.gov>; Blubaugh, Jim <Blubaugh.Jim@epa.gov>; Bradish, Tracey
<bradish.tracey@epa.gov>; Brusstar, Matt <brusstar.matt@epa.gov>; Bunker, Byron
<bunker.byron@epa.gov>; Burch, Julia <Burch.Julia@epa.gov>; Bynum, Cheryl
<bynum.cheryl@epa.gov>; Caldwell, Amy <caldwell.amy@epa.gov>; Charmley, William
<charmley.william@epa.gov>; Chatfield, Ethan <chatfield.ethan@epa.gov>; Clark, Sarah
<clark.sarah@epa.gov>; Cohen, Janet <cohen.janet@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila
<cook.leila@epa.gov>; Cullen, Angela <cullen.angela@epa.gov>; Dickinson, David
<Dickinson.David@epa.gov>; Dietrich, Gwen <Dietrich. Gwen@epa.gov>; Donez, Francisco
<Donez.Francisco@epa.gov>; Dotzel, Kathryn <dotzel kathryn@epa.gov>; Drake, Kerry
<Drake.Kerry@epa.gov>; Fowlkes, Sarah <fowlkes.sarah@epa.gov>; Galano, Fidel
<Galano.Fidel@epa.gov>; Grundler, Christopher <grundler.christopher@epa.gov>; Haley, Mike
<Haley Mike@epa.gov>; Hassan, Nora <hassan.nora@epa.gov>; Haugen, David
<haugen.david@epa.gov>; Helfand, Gloria <helfand.gloria@epa.gov>; Hengst, Benjamin
<Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Henning, Julie <henning.julie@epa.gov>; Hoyer, Marion
<hoyer.marion@epa.gov>; Hula, Aaron <Hula.Aaron@epa.gov>; Imfeld, Sterling
<imfeld.sterling@epa.gov>; Jackman, Dana <jackman.dana@epa.gov>; Jackson, Cleophas
<jackson.cleophas@epa.gov>; Johnson, Dennis <Johnson.Dennis@epa.gov>; Keller, Jennifer
<Keller.Jennifer@epa.gov>; Kolowich, Bruce <kolowich.bruce@epa.gov>; Kurpius, Meredith
<Kurpius.Meredith@epa.gov>; Lakin, Matt <Lakin.Matthew(@epa.gov>; Le, Madison
<Le.Madison@epa.gov>; Levin, David <Levin.David@epa.gov>; Lie, Sharyn
<Lie.Sharyn@epa.gov>; Lo, Doris <Lo.Doris@epa.gov>; Machiele, Paul
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<machiele.paul@epa.gov>; Machol, Ben <Machol.Ben@epa.gov>; Maguire, Andrea
<Maguire. Andrea@epa.gov>; Manners, Mary <manners.mary@epa.gov>; Martynowicz, Trina
<Martynowicz. Trina@epa.gov>; Martz, Kathleen <martz kathleen@epa.gov>; Mayfield, Dana
<mayfield.dana@epa.gov>; McCubbin, Courtney <McCubbin.Courtney@epa.gov>; McDaniel,
Penclope <MCDANIEL PENELOPE@EPA .GOV>; Mecekins, Tanya

<Meekins. Tanya@epa.gov>; Michaels, Harvey <Michaels.Harvey@epa.gov>; MIKULIN,
JOHN <MIKULIN.JOHN@EPA .GOV>; Miller, Patrick <miller.patrick@epa.gov>; Mitchell,
George <Mitchell.George(@epa.gov>; Moltzen, Michael <Moltzen.Michael@epa.gov>; Mylan,
Christopher <Mylan.Christopher@epa.gov>; Nam, Ed <nam.ed@epa.gov>; Nelson, Brian
<nelson.brian@epa.gov>; Nims, Kirk <Nims.Kirk@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Patulski, Meg <patulski.meg@epa.gov>; Peralta, Maria
<Peralta.Maria@epa.gov>; Perez, Idalia <Perez.ldalia@epa.gov>; Revelt, Jean-Marie
<revelt.jean-marie@epa.gov>; Samulski, Michael <samulski.michael@epa.gov>; Sargeant,
Kathryn <sargeant kathryn@epa.gov>; Schenk, Ruth <schenk.ruth@epa.gov>; Schweinfurth,
Rob <Schweinfurth.Rob@epa.gov>; Scoville, Pat <Scoville.Pat@epa.gov>; Simon, Karl
<Simon.Karl@epa.gov>; Snapp, Lisa <snapp.lisa@epa.gov>; Spears, Matthew
<spears.matthew(@epa.gov>; Spieth, John <Spieth.John@epa.gov>; Storhok, Ines
<storhok.ines@epa.gov>; Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Sun, Lisa
<Sun.Lisa@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@epa.gov>; VanGessel, Benjamin
<vangessel.benjamin@epa.gov>; Vawters, Katiec <Vawters Katie@epa.gov>; Watkins, Erica
<Watkins.Erica@epa.gov>; Wehrly, Linc <wehrly linc@epa.gov>; Wethrauch, John
<Weihrauch.John@epa.gov>; Wilcox, Jason <Wilcox.Jason@epa.gov>; Witkowski, Nicolas
<witkowski.nicolas@epa.gov>; Yarbrough, Cody <yarbrough.cody@epa.gov>; Zaremski, Sara
<zaremski.sara@epa.gov>; Zimpfer, Amy <Zimpfer. Amy@epa.gov>

Subject: OTAQ Daily News Brief

OTAQ Daily News Brief

**Welcome everyone to OTAQ’s daily news listserv. The OTAQ Daily News Brief compiles
articles from around the world focused on our office’s work; this includes everything from
light duty/heavy duty vehicles, electric vehicles, air quality studies, aircrafts, boats and
ships, to alternative fuels, and of course, climate change. If you’d like to be removed or
would like to add another person to the listserv please contact David Richards at
richards.david@epa.gov. Feedback welcomed. Thanks and enjoy!

Reuters

Energy carbon emissions in 2016 flat for third vear -IEA

A greener energy mix helped keep energy-related carbon dioxide emissions flat in 2016 yet more
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needs to be done to avert a harmful rise in global temperatures, International Energy Agency
(IEA) data showed on Friday. Energy sector emissions of 32.1 gigatonnes were unchanged from
2015 and 2014 even though the global economy grew by 3.1 percent, the IEA estimated. "These
three years of flat emissions in a growing global economy signal an emerging trend and that is
certainly a cause for optimism, even if it is too soon to say that global emissions have definitely
peaked," IEA Executive Director Fatih Birol said in a statement. Carbon dioxide emissions fell
in the United States and China, the world's two largest energy users and emitters, and were stable
in Europe. This helped to offset increases in CO2 emissions in the rest of the world, the [EA
said. U.S. emissions fell by 3 percent to their lowest level since 1992 helped by higher use of
shale gas and renewable energy displacing coal. For the first time, the United States produced
more electricity from natural gas than from coal last year. Emissions in China fell by 1 percent as
coal demand declined despite its economy growing by 6.7 percent.

Bloomberg

Icahn Pressed EPA Candidates on Ethanol Rule He Wants Scrapped

Billionaire investor Carl Icahn, who helped President Donald Trump vet candidates to lead the
Environmental Protection Agency, pressed them for their views on a regulation that he says is
costing his oil refineries hundreds of millions of dollars a year. Scott Pruitt, who got the EPA
administrator job, seemed to agree that the rule should be changed, Icahn said last week in an
interview at his New York office. Icahn was disappointed with what he considered Pruitt’s scant
knowledge of the issue during their first meeting, in November, but said he was satistied after
another meeting and additional phone calls. Icahn also met with at least two other men who
wanted the job, Jeffrey Holmstead and Donald van der Vaart, and pressed them about the topic,
according to people with knowledge of those conversations. All the meetings took place in
Icahn’s 47th-floor Manhattan office overlooking Central Park, about two blocks north of Trump
Tower. Read more: Trump Adviser Icahn Lobbies for Rule Change That Benefits Icahn. Icahn
wants the EPA to scrap a longstanding rule key to enforcing the Renewable Fuel Standard,
which mandates that biofuels make up part of the country’s gasoline supply. The rule requires
refineries and importers to blend renewable fuel into motor fuel or buy credits from others who
do so.

Forbes

With Weaker Fuel Economy Standards, Evervone Loses, Including U.S. Automakers

Amory B. Lovins, Rocky Mountain Institute
On Wednesday in Detroit, beneath a vast American flag, President Trump answered 17

automakers’ call to reopen the Mid-Term Review of the 2022-25 “CAFE” automotive efficiency
standards. On his fourth day in office, he’d expedited approvals for two oil pipelines, skipping

ED_001220_00000172-00003



FOIA EPA-HQ-2017-006421 Production Set #1

further assessments (if the courts permit). This time he did the opposite, scrapping the Obama
Administration’s quick decision and substituting a year’s further study. On January 12, EPA had
found—sooner than expected but based on a strong record—that the 2022-25 CAFE standards
agreed by all parties in 2009-12 could indeed be profitably and practically met, and at even
lower cost than expected. Now President Trump has rejected that finding and reinstated a year-
long process in which automakers can argue that EPA’s robust and exhaustive record of
decision, backed by a 2015 National Academies study, was wrong. Automakers were pleased,
but they must have been a mite surprised when the President said, “We are going to work on the
CAFE standards so we can make cars in America again.” Actually, under CAFE standards
evolving since 1978, the industry in 2016 sold an all-time record 17.55 million vehicles. But
such continued success is not guaranteed. Twice before, weak foresight has nearly destroyed
U.S. automaking: first when 1970s oil shocks favored higher-mpg Japanese products and Detroit
avoided a rout only by responding to President Ford’s 1975 CAFE law, and in 2009 when two of
the Big Three needed restructuring and an $80 billion bailout.

Detroit News

Column: Weakened fuel standards wrong turn

Shannon Baker-Branstetter, Consumers Union

As industry leaders gathered in Detroit last week for a conference on vehicle fuel economy, the
Trump administration has said it is poised to roll back the standards that make cars go farther on
less gas and save consumers money. But further improving fuel economy is actually a no-
brainer. While the administration highlights the cost of improvements, the evidence shows that
benefits of the new standards far outweigh them. Reasonable, well-paced and structured fuel
economy gains help drive economic growth, including auto sales, and keep more money in
consumers’ pockets. The details confirm this is a win-win for the economy, environment and
consumers. The Environmental Protection Agency’s recently completed report was based on
thousands of hours of research and analysis, concluding that the standards provide net savings of
billions of dollars in fuel costs. Our own analysis showed that the new fuel economy rules would
save consumers $3,200 per car and $4,800 per truck over the life of a vehicle designed to meet
the standard set for 2025. And that’s assuming that today’s low gas prices continue for decades
to come. If fuel prices shoot up, the savings would be substantially higher.

LA Times

Column The California-U.S. brawl over auto emissions has begun

US automakers consistently have been great at grousing about safety and environmental
regulations; in fact, that may be the only thing they’ve consistently been great at. Last week, this
talent was again on display as they achieved one of their cherished goals — rolling back

ED_001220_00000172-00004



FOIA EPA-HQ-2017-006421 Production Set #1

emissions and mileage standards set by the Obama administration in its final days. During an
appearance in Detroit, President Trump announced that he would reverse the Obama decision,
allowing mileage and emissions standards for 2017 to 2025 to be reconsidered over the next year
by the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Transportation. EPA
Administrator Scott Pruitt and Transportation Secretary Elaine Chao hailed the move as a boon
to the economy. “These standards are costly for automakers and the American people,” declared
Pruitt, a former Oklahoma attorney general and one of the best friends the oil industry ever had
in government.

BBC News

Climate change: Biofuels 'could limit jet contrails’

Some close-quarter flying has provided new insights into aircraft pollution. US space agency-led
scientists flew small, instrumented, chase planes directly in the exhaust plume of a big jet to
measure the sorts of gases and particles being thrown out. The data suggests aircraft burning a
mix of aviation kerosene and biofuel could reduce their climate impact. This would come from a
substantial reduction in the production of the sooty particles that make contrails. "Those soot
particles serve as nuclei for water vapour in the very cold atmosphere to condense on and for the
artificial-looking linear contrails that we see when we look out the window," explained Richard
Moore from Nasa's Langley Research Center. "You’ll then see those lines spread and form cirrus
clouds that weren't there before the plane flew through the airspace. "We know these contrails
and cirrus clouds have a warming effect on the Earth's climate, and it's currently thought the
warming effect associated with those clouds is more significant than all of the carbon dioxide
emitted by aviation since the first powered flights began," he told the Science In Action
programme on the BBC World Service.

International

Reuters

Indonesia plans to file WTO complaint over EU biodiesel duties

Indonesia plans to file a World Trade Organization complaint this month against European
Union anti-dumping duties on biodiesel exports from the Southeast Asian country, trade officials
said on Sunday. Indonesia said in a statement the EU duties on biodiesel were inconsistent with
the WTO's Anti-Dumping Agreement and disputed the calculations that they were based on. "We
are ready to file the suit at the first meeting in March 29-30 at WTO headquarter in Geneva,"
Indonesia's Director of Trade Security Pradnyawati said. In November 2013, the EU set duties of
8.8 percent to 20.5 percent for Indonesian producers and between 22 percent and 25.7 percent for
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Argentine producers, to apply for five years in both cases. The EU argued that by imposing duty
on the raw product, soybeans in the case of Argentina and palm oil for Indonesia, they gave an
advantage to domestic producers, which allowed them then to "dump" product at unfairly low
prices.

Bloomberg

Hate SUVs? Too Late

Resistance was futile. Comedians and environmentalists spent decades fighting the rise of the
Canyonero, the Chelsea Tractor and other variants of the sports-utility vehicle. Now, the war
between traditional passenger cars and their high-rise, roided-up cousins is all but over -- and
SUVs won. In Australia, sales of SUVs overtook those of passenger vehicles last month.

David Richards
ORISE Research Participant
Office of Transportation and Air Quality

US Environmental Protection Agency

ph. 202.564.4964
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To: Moran, Robin[moran.robin@epa.gov}; Charmley, William[charmley.william@epa.gov]
Cc: Hengst, Benjamin[Hengst.Benjamin@epa.govi
From: Sutton, Tia

Sent: Wed 3/22/2017 2:23:21 PM
Subject: RE: FR Notice of Reconsideration of the Final Determination published today

Success! ©

If you guys haven’t already done so, I can have the web team delete the pre-pub version and add
the FR version later today. Just let me know.

From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Wednesday, March 22,2017 10:13 AM

To: Midterm Review <Midterm_Review@epa.gov>; Charmley, William
<charmley.william@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@epa.gov>

Subject: FR Notice of Reconsideration of the Final Determination published today

FY1, link below.

EPA phone number was indeed corrected!

From: Kataoka, Mark

Sent: Wednesday, March 22,2017 10:10 AM

To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Yanca, Catherine <yanca.catherine@epa.gov>
Ce: Orlin, David <Orlin.David@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Midterm Review

You may already have this — Intent to reconsider FR notice published today

htips://www.federalregister.gov/d/2017-05316
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To: Midterm Review[Midterm_Review@epa.gov]; Charmley, William[charmley .william@epa.gov};
Sutton, Tia[sutton.tia@epa.govi
From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Wed 3/22/2017 2:12:33 PM
Subject: FR Notice of Reconsideration of the Final Determination published today

FY1, link below.

EPA phone number was indeed corrected!

From: Kataoka, Mark

Sent: Wednesday, March 22,2017 10:10 AM

To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Yanca, Catherine <yanca.catherine@epa.gov>
Cec: Orlin, David <Orlin.David@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Midterm Review

You may already have this — Intent to reconsider FR notice published today

https://www . federalregister.cov/d/2017-05316
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To: Charmiey, William[charmley.william@epa.gov}; Hengst, Benjamin[Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov}]
From: Simon, Karl

Sent: Tue 3/21/2017 8:15:38 PM

Subject: FW: Pruitt Op-Ed

Ex. 5 - Deliberative Process

From: Alson, Jeff

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 4:12 PM

To: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld. Erin@epa.gov>; Charmley, William
<charmley.william@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael <olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Grundler,
Christopher <grundler.christopher@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Simon,
Karl <Simon.Karl@epa.gov>; Helfand, Gloria <helfand.gloria@epa.gov>

Cc: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Snapp, Lisa <snapp.lisa@epa.gov>; Cook,
Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Pruitt Op-Ed

This sentence from the USA Today op ed caught my eye:

“The National Center for Policy Analysis says these standards have pushed manufacturing and jobs t©
Mexico.”

| went to the National Center for Policy Analysis website. The paper is titled “CAFE Standards
Distort Auto Production and Push Jobs South.” Bill flagged this blog a couple of weeks ago
when it was cited in draft talking points. The blog was written by Matthew Ruland, about whom
there is no information other than that he is a “contributing author” to the website. | searched the
web, and can find no one with that name who has done any work on CAFE, GHG, regulatory, or
economic issues. Here are some highlights from the 1-page blog:

OC0O00C His rationale is 1) CAFE standards increase new vehicle costs, and 2) therefore,
automakers shift jobs to Mexico. No mention of increasing or record sales, or higher profits, or
higher US auto employment.

U000 He criticizes CAFE as “complex, confusing, and seem to always distort things” and

cites as evidence: 1) automakers are allowed to average across their fleets (he is the first
person | know of to criticize CAFE/GHG averaging), 2) separate car and truck standards, and 3)
the footprint-based targets.

DOO0CT Immediately after citing separate car and truck standards and footprint-based targets,
he then states that there is regulatory incentive in selling small cars, though he then oddly states
that the Focus “lowers the overall MPG across the Ford fleet.”
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£ And more costly small cars “will possibly lead to a surge in demand of larger, gas-
guzzling trucks or SUVs.”

Bottom line, there is no analytical rationale to support the author’s contention that the standards
are “pushing jobs south” and there are many factual errors in this short blog.

From: Birgfeld, Erin

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 2:22 PM

To: Alson, Jeff <alson jeff@epa.gov>; Charmley, William <charmley. william@epa.gov>;
Olechiw, Michael <olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Grundler, Christopher
<grundler.christopher@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>

Cc: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Snapp, Lisa <snapp.lisa@epa.gov>; Cook,
Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>

Subject: Pruitt Op-Ed

Just in case you missed it...

Scott Pruitt: We're protecting jobs and
the environment (USA Today)

It is time for a fresh look at fuel economy standards that push jobs outside
the United States.

There’s a phrase I've used often over the past several weeks — “The future ain’'t what it used to be.”
After my first full month serving as administrator to the Environmental Protection Agency, there’s no
question times are changing, and last week we saw yet another example of how our president continues
to lead the way.

Auto manufacturing continues to be one of the driving forces in the American economy, accounting

employ more than 3.5 million Americans. The American people clearly want it to stay that way.

President Trump promised to fight to keep auto manufacturing jobs here in the United States, and he has
asked his entire Cabinet to help.

Department of Transportation Secretary Elaine Chao and |, as administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, took steps to help. We have announced that we will revisit the previous
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administration’s rule that finalized standards to increase fuel economy to the equivalent of 54.5 mpg for
cars and light-duty trucks by Model Year 2025.

EPA will work with our partners at DOT to take a fresh look. This thorough review will help ensure that this
national program is good for consumers and good for the environment.

After the November election the EPA rushed through these standards, as Forbes reported, “requiring
automakers to more than double thelr fleet-wide fuel efficiency by 2025, a move that comes earlier than
expected and is seen as a measure to try to lock in part of President Obama’s legacy before Donald
Trump gets into the White House.”

The auto industry estimates that it would need to spend $200 billion to comply. That type of expense
would lead to higher prices for consumers, lower wages for workers and jobs moving out of the country.
The National Center for Policy Analysis says these standards have pushed manufacturing and jobs o
Mexico.

Last week, EPA and DOT put a pause on the process to reexamine the rule to hear from all stakeholders.

This is an example of how the Trump administration is going to do things differently. That includes a more
transparent EPA. Americans can have both a clean and healthy environment and good paying
manufacturing jobs. America is going to create jobs and grow the economy while at the same time be
good stewards to our natural resources.

Improved technology has made the United States the world leader in clean air quality. From 1970 to
2015, aggregate national emissions of the six common poliutants dropped an average of 70% while gross
domestic product grew by 246%. We have achieved this reduction during a time when more Americans
were driving more cars, more miles. That is remarkable and shows American ingenuity is simply the best.

Increased transparency is a difference the Trump administration is going to bring and with it will come
jobs and healthy American families. Yogi Berra was right... The future ain’t what it used to be.

Scott Pruitt is administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.
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To: Charmiey, William[charmley.william@epa.gov]

Cc: Orlin, David[Orlin.David@epa.gov]; Kataoka, Mark[Kataoka.Mark@epa.govl; Simon,
Karl{Simon.Kari@epa.gov}]; Olechiw, Michael[olechiw.michael@epa.gov}; Moran,
Robin[moran.robin@epa.gov]; Alson, Jefflalson jeff@epa.gov]; Cook, Leila[cook.leila@epa.gov]

From: Hengst, Benjamin

Sent: Tue 3/21/2017 8:07:32 PM

Subject: RE: Final OTAQ draft of 2 page document for EPA Administrator regarding the light-duty GHG
MTE and the CAFE standards

Thanks. I'll pass it along to Sarah. Ben

From: Charmley, William

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 3:59 PM

To: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>

Cec: Orlin, David <Orlin.David@epa.gov>; Kataoka, Mark <Kataoka.Mark@epa.gov>; Simon,
Karl <Simon.Karl@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael <olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin
<moran.robin@epa.gov>; Alson, Jeff <alson.jeff@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>
Subject: Final OTAQ draft of 2 page document for EPA Administrator regarding the light-duty
GHG MTE and the CAFE standards

Ben —

Here’s the final draft. I believe this is ready to be sent to Sarah.

Bill
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To: Charmley, William[charmley.william@epa.gov}]

Cc: Olechiw, Michael[olechiw.michael@epa.govi; Lieske,
Christopher{lieske.christopher@epa.govl; Simon, Joseph[Simon.Joseph@epa.gov}
From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Thur 3/16/2017 6:26:38 PM
Subject: RE: Draft Response to MTE Controls

We sorted that out already. Once | told Ben we already had this letter as a control, he and Julia were

Iharmmisdn Iadk v A $dhha Arafiina

Happy tu ICL Uo UU UIT Uiattilny.

If there's some fancier language that needs added to the Congressional one, we can worry about that
later. | wanted us to agree of the basic response.

----- Original Message-----

From: Charmiey, William

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 2:21 PM

To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>

Cc: Olechiw, Michael <olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Lieske, Christopher <lieske.christopher@epa.gov>;
Simon, Joseph <Simon.Joseph@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Draft Response to MTE Controls

Robin

Late yesterday Ben told me that someone on his staff was going to take a cut at a response. Ben was
only talking about a congressional control.

| told him we had several additional controls, not just Congressional.

Ben told me he was going to have his staff person reach out to you. | apologize, | cannot remember her
name right now.

Ex. 5 - Deliberative Process

Thanks
Bill

Sent from my iPhone

> On Mar 16, 2017, at 1:21 PM, Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov> wrote:

>

> Bill,

>

> Chris drafted the attached response letter, which we would plan to use uniformly for all the incoming
letters regarding the MTE final determination. Our intention was to keep this short and factual simply
citing the FR Notice. Please let us know if you have any comments.

>

>Dear___:

>

Ex. 5 - Deliberative Process
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Ex. 5 - Deliberative Process

~
-~

>

> From: Lieske, Christopher

> Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 11:54 AM

> To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>

> Subject: Response letter

>

> Robin -

>

> A draft response is attached. At this point, it is written generally enough that it could be used for all
responses.

>

> The incoming letters are also attached for reference. They are:
>

> 4817 — Alliance

> 4822 - Global

> 5562 — Env. NGOs

> 5588 — 40 Investors (Walden Asset Management)
> 5589 - BICEP

> 5768 — 12 U.S. Senators

>

> <MTE reconsideration response letter.docx>

> <AX-17-000-4817 Correspondence.pdf>

> <AX-17-000-4822 Correspondence.pdf>

> <AX-17-000-5562 Correspondence.pdf>

> <AX-17-000-5588 Correspondence.pdf>

> <AX-17-000-5589 Correspondence.pdf>

> <AL-17-000-5768 Correspondence.pdf>
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To: Charmiey, William[charmley.william@epa.gov}]

Cc: Olechiw, Michael[olechiw.michael@epa.govi; Lieske,
Christopher{lieske.christopher@epa.govl; Simon, Joseph[Simon.Joseph@epa.gov}
From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Thur 3/16/2017 5:21:23 PM
Subject: Draft Response to MTE Controls
MTE reconsideration response letter.docx
AX-17-000-4817 Correspondence.pdf

AN ATF UL A QTIEY I s o o b o o g e L E
AL L T =IO L g, WA OOV TUTT LS LT

AX-17-000-5562 Correspondence.pdf
AX-17-000-5588 Correspondence.pdf
AX-17-000-5589 Correspondence.pdf
AL-17-000-5768 Correspondence.pdf

Bill,

Chris drafted the attached response letter, which we would plan to use uniformly for all the incoming
letters regarding the MTE final determination. Our intention was to keep this short and factual simply
citing the FR Notice. Please let us know if you have any comments.

Dear :

Ex. 5 - Deliberative Process
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From: Lieske, Christopher

Sent: Thursday, March 16,2017 11:54 AM
To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>
Subject: Response letter

Robin —

A draft response is attached. At this point, it is written generally enough that it could be used for
all responses.

The incoming letters are also attached for reference. They are:

4817 — Alliance

4822 — Global

5562 — Env. NGOs

5588 — 40 Investors (Walden Asset Management)
5589 — BICEP

5768 — 12 U.S. Senators
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To: Charmiey, William[charmley.willam@epa.gov}; Sargeant, Kathryn[sargeant.kathryn@epa.gov};
Olechiw, Michael[olechiw.michael@epa.gov]
From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Thur 3/16/2017 4:46:03 PM
Subject: Web correction of Bill's phone #

The web team has noted the correct phone # in both the FR pre-pub disclaimer, as well as beside the FR
link itseif. Whiie we aren’t allowed to make this change the actual pre-pub FR version, Tia is pianning to
request this change during the Office of Federal Register’s review.

» Federal Register Notice: Notice of Intention to Reconsider the Final Determination of the
Mid-Term Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards for Model Year 2022-2025
Light Duty Vehicles (PDF) (5 pp, 166 K, pre-publication, About PDF)

» FR Notice Correction: The EPA contact number listed in this notice contains a typo. The
correct phone number is (734) 214-4466.

Thie Secretary of the Department of Transportation, Elaine Chao, and the Adwmarastrator of the Envisonmental
Protection Agency, Scott Prustt, signed the followang Notice on Mareh 13, 2017 and we are subnutting it for
publication i e Fedaral Repister, While we bave talen steps to snsure the accuracy of this Internet version of
the notive, it 15 not the official version of the notice. Please vefer to the official version in 3 fortheoming Federal
Beguter y%bhmabﬂm whick will appesr on the Government Printing Office’s FDSyvs website

{wwwr. gpo. gov fdaysfsearchhowme action). Once the official version of thiz docuwment is poblished in the Federal
Register fhis version wall be mmm& From the Internet 2nd veplaced with a link to the official wmw

f_: orsection The EVA contact number listed tn this notice coutiins 3 type. The comect phone puarber i {7%4)
2144468,

6560-50-P
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
49 CFR Parts 5213, 531, 533, 536 and 537
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
40 CFR Part 86 (§ 86.1818-12(c))
FRL-XXXN-XA-XXX
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From: Liao, Shan

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 12:04 PM

To: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov>; Dietrich, Gwen <Dietrich. Gwen@epa.gov>;
Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@epa.gov>

Cec: Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Levin,
David <Levin.David@epa.gov>

Subject: the page is published also. -- RE: the updated pre-publication is re-posted and live. --
RE: Can you please update the Pre-publication PDF, then I will re-post to CMS? --RE: Web
correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

The page is published: https://www.epa.gov/regulations-emissions-vehicles-and-
engines/midterm-evaluation-light-duty-vehicle-greenhouse-gas-ghg

Shan

From: Birgfeld, Erin

Sent: Thursday, March 16,2017 12:00 PM

To: Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>; Dietrich, Gwen <Dietrich. Gwen@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia
<sutton.tia@epa.gov>

Cc: Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Levin,
David <Levin.David@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: the updated pre-publication is re-posted and live. --RE: Can you please update the
Pre-publication PDF, then I will re-post to CMS? --RE: Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's
phone #

Thank you Shan. This is good to post live.

From: Liao, Shan

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 11:58 AM

To: Dietrich, Gwen <Dietrich.Gwen@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@ecpa.gov>; Birgfeld,
Erin <Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov>

Cec: Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Levin,
David <Levin.David@epa.gov>
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Subject: the updated pre-publication is re-posted and live. --RE: Can you please update the Pre-
publication PDF, then I will re-post to CMS? --RE: Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's
phone #

Dear All,

The updated pre-publication is re-posted live:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-03/documents/cafe-joint-notice-
dot-epa-2017-03-13.pdf

Please advise whether I can also publish the updated page (with the FR correction
note), https://wems.epa.gov/mode/162119/revisions/506889/view .

Shan Liao

Task Order Manager & Web Librarian
NVFEL Library, operated by:

Arctic Slope Mission Services, LLC (ASMS)
2000 Traverwood Drive

Ann Arbor, MI 48105

734-214-4435 - Phone

734-214-4525 - Fax

liao.shan@epa.gov

Tell us how we're doing - rate our customer service!

hito://'www.surveymonkey.com/s/epalibsurvey
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From: Dietrich, Gwen

Sent: Thursday, March 16,2017 11:26 AM

To: Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov>; Liao, Shan
<Liao Shan@epa gov>

Cec: Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Levin,
David <Levin.David@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Can you please update the Pre-publication PDF, then I will re-post to CMS? --RE:
Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

Everyone,
Here is the corrected version.

cafe-joint-notice-dot-epa-2017-03-13.pdf

File is 149 KB and 5 pages

Gwen Dietrich

Communications/Graphic Design Specialist

Senior Service America, Inc. (Grantee)

Supporting the Office of Transportation and Air Quality
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

734-214-4639

From: Sutton, Tia

Sent: Thursday, March 16,2017 11:13 AM

To: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov>; Dietrich, Gwen <Dietrich.Gwen@epa.gov>; Liao,
Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>

Cec: Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Can you please update the Pre-publication PDF, then I will re-post to CMS? --RE:
Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #
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As long as this doesn’t violate any web posting rules to have a correction in the disclaimer, I
personally agree that it makes sense to have the correction both in the disclaimer (and in red font,
as well) and on the webpage itself.

From: Birgfeld, Erin

Sent: Thursday, March 16,2017 10:54 AM

To: Dietrich, Gwen <Dietrich. Gwen@epa.gov>; Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia
<sutton.tia@epa.gov>

Cc: Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Can you please update the Pre-publication PDF, then I will re-post to CMS? --RE:
Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

HI Gwen,

I adjusted the location of the correction so it is inside the disclaimer language. Tia can you let
me know if this is OK to do? If so Gwen can finalize for the web. We can also highlight on the
web page itself.

Thanks,

Erin

From: Dietrich, Gwen

Sent: Thursday, March 16,2017 10:40 AM

To: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov>; Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>

Cec: Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>;
France, Jennifer <france jennifer@epa.gov>; Levin, David <Levin.David@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Can you please update the Pre-publication PDF, then I will re-post to CMS? --RE:
Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

Phone number has been corrected, read for posting.
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Attached:
cafe-joint-notice-dot-epa-2017-03-13.pdf

File is 146 KB and 5 pages.

Gwen Dietrich

Communications/Graphic Design Specialist

Senior Service America, Inc. (Grantee)

Supporting the Office of Transportation and Air Quality
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

734-214-4639

From: Birgfeld, Erin

Sent: Thursday, March 16,2017 10:22 AM

To: Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>; Dietrich, Gwen <Dietrich.Gwen@epa.gov>

Ce: Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Can you please update the Pre-publication PDF, then I will re-post to CMS? --RE:
Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

Thanks to you both!

From: Liao, Shan

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 10:13 AM

To: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov>; Dietrich, Gwen <Dietrich. Gwen@epa.gov>

Cec: Suarez, Patricia <suarcz.patricia@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>
Subject: Can you please update the Pre-publication PDF, then I will re-post to CMS? --RE: Web
correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

Dear Gwen,
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[ understand that the phone number correct is needed in the pre-publication PDF
file (https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-03/documents/cafe-joint-
notice-dot-epa-2017-03-13.pdf) . (please see Robin’s email below for details.)

Could you please correct the PDF and send back to me? (If I shall fix the typo on
PDF by myself, please feel free to let me know. I will do it then.)

Once I receive the updated PDF, I will re-post it to CMS.

Many thanks in advance!

Shan

From: Birgfeld, Erin

Sent: Thursday, March 16,2017 9:59 AM

To: Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>

Cc: Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@ecpa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

Hi Shan,

Can you make the change below. Thank you!

-Erin
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From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 9:50 AM

To: Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov>
Cc: Charmley, William <charmley.william@epa.gov>; Sargeant, Kathryn
<sargeant.kathryn@epa.gov>

Subject: Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

Tia, Erin, | think this correction slipped through the cracks yesterday in our flurry. To
ward off phone calls to Mark Coryell’s phone (what's now listed under Bill's name in the
FR), can we add this Correction note below? Or something similar.

Erin — if you’re good with this, please pass on to web team. Thanks! (Note, I'm popping
out of the office for a bit till ~12 noon).

The Midterm Evaluation Process

On March 15, 2017 Administrator Scott Pruitt and Department of Transportation
Secretary Elaine Chao announced that EPA intends to reconsider the final
determination, issued on January 12, 2017, that recommended no change to the
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles for model years 2022- 2025.
EPA now announces it will reconsider that determination in coordination with
NHTSA.

This process was established as a part of the 2012 final greenhouse gas
emissions standards for model years 2017-2025, requiring EPA to determine no
later than April 1, 2018, whether the standards for model years 2022-2025
established are appropriate. In accord with this schedule, the EPA intends to
make a new Final Determination regarding the appropriateness of the standards
no later than April 1, 2018.

«o0oooooo Federal Register Notice: Notice of Intention to Reconsider the Final
Determination of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Standards for Model Year 2022-2025 Light Duty Vehicles (PDF) (5 pp, 166 K, pre-
publication, About PDF)

“Correction: The EPA contact number listed in this notice contains a typo. The correct
phone number is (734) 214-4466.”
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From: Sutton, Tia
Sent: Wednesday, March 15,2017 1:13 PM
To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>

Cec: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Charmley, William
<charmley.william@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michacl@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: They have the wrong phone number for William Charmley in the pre-print
publication

Yep- that's not a problem at all, we've done that before.

Erin- can you ask Shan to include that note when she sends you the page to review & approve?

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 15, 2017, at 1:11 PM, Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov> wrote:

Since this will go on the web with the wrong phone number, could we add Correction note to the
web: such as: “Correction: The EPA contact number listed below contains a typo. The correct
phone number is (734) 214-4466."

From: Sutton, Tia
Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 1:04 PM
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To: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>

Cc: Charmley, William <charmley.william@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin

<Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: They have the wrong phone number for William Charmley in the pre-print
publication

Hi Bill,

A phone number update would generally be considered a minor typo fix that can be
corrected when FR reviews and sends us back their formatting edits to review & approve
before publication.

When I looked at this notice yesterday, it was not in proper FR format, so I'm assuming
we'll get it back with edits before it's published. We just need to flag it for whoever was put
down as the EPA contact on the FR cover sheet (Ben- do you know who that is- someone in
the AO maybe?) so they know to also make this edit. On the off chance that FR publishes
this without a full review, we can try to flag it for our OP liaisons as well.

-Tia
Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 15, 2017, at 12:24 PM, Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov> wrote:

Got it—we’ll see if we can get it fixed in the publication version

From: Charmley, William

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 12:13 PM

To: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia
<sutton.tia(@epa.gov>

Cec: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>;
Olechiw, Michael <olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook leila@epa.gov>
Subject: They have the wrong phone number for William Charmley in the pre-print
publication
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Ben and Tia,

The pre-print version has the following for my phone number under the contacts:

734-214-4446

This is not my desk number. This is the desk number for Mark Coryell, who is the
local EPA Union representative here in Ann Arbor.

My desk number is

734-214-4466

If there is any possibility to get this fixed that would be nice. Mark has nothing to do
with this subject.
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Thanks

Bill
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To: Moran, Robin[moran.robin@epa.gov]; Sutton, Tia[sutton.tia@epa.gov]

Cc: Charmiey, William[charmley.william@epa.govl, Sargeant, Kathryn[sargeant.kathryn@epa.govi
From: Birgfeld, Erin

Sent: Thur 3/16/2017 2:01:37 PM

Subject: RE: Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

Thanks Robin. Let’s definitely spare poor Mark!

From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Thursday, March 16,2017 9:50 AM

To: Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov>
Cc: Charmley, William <charmley.william@epa.gov>; Sargeant, Kathryn
<sargeant. kathryn@epa.gov>

Subject: Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

Tia, Erin, | think this correction slipped through the cracks yesterday in our flurry. To
ward off phone calls to Mark Coryell's phone (what’'s now listed under Bill's name in the
FR), can we add this Correction note below? Or something similar.

Erin — if you’re good with this, please pass on to web team. Thanks! (Note, I'm popping
out of the office for a bit till ~12 noon).

The Midterm Evaluation Process

On March 15, 2017 Administrator Scott Pruitt and Department of Transportation
Secretary Elaine Chao announced that EPA intends to reconsider the final
determination, issued on January 12, 2017, that recommended no change to the
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles for model years 2022- 2025.
EPA now announces it will reconsider that determination in coordination with
NHTSA.

This process was established as a part of the 2012 final greenhouse gas

emissions standards for model years 2017-2025, requiring EPA to determine no
later than April 1, 2018, whether the standards for model years 2022-2025
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established are appropriate. In accord with this schedule, the EPA intends to
make a new Final Determination regarding the appropriateness of the standards
no later than April 1, 2018.

Determenatlon of the Mid-Term Evalua‘uon of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Chrmpmrmrrde fore Merds] Yase 9000 0000 1 inkd Marky VW shicdse fDnl:\ (B 55 188K r
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publication, About PDF)

“Correction: The EPA contact number listed in this notice contains a typo. The correct
phone number is (734) 214-4466.”

o Alliance of Auto Manufacturers Letter to Administrator Pruitt EXIT

From: Sutton, Tia

Sent: Wednesday, March 15,2017 1:13 PM

To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>

Cec: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Charmley, William
<charmley.william@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: They have the wrong phone number for William Charmley in the pre-print
publication

Yep- that's not a problem at all, we've done that before.

Erin- can you ask Shan to include that note when she sends you the page to review & approve?

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 15, 2017, at 1:11 PM, Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov> wrote:
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Since this will go on the web with the wrong phone number, could we add Correction note fo the
web: such as: “Correction: The EPA contact number listed below contains a typo. The correct
phone number is (734) 214-4466.7

From: Sutton, Tia

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 1:04 PM

To: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>

Cc: Charmley, William <charmley.william(@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin
<Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michacl@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: They have the wrong phone number for William Charmley in the pre-print
publication

Hi Bill,

A phone number update would generally be considered a minor typo fix that can be
corrected when FR reviews and sends us back their formatting edits to review & approve
before publication.

When I looked at this notice yesterday, it was not in proper FR format, so I'm assuming
we'll get it back with edits before it's published. We just need to flag it for whoever was put
down as the EPA contact on the FR cover sheet (Ben- do you know who that is- someone in
the AO maybe?) so they know to also make this edit. On the off chance that FR publishes
this without a full review, we can try to flag it for our OP liaisons as well.

-Tia
Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 15, 2017, at 12:24 PM, Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin(@epa.gov> wrote:

Got it—we’ll see if we can get it fixed in the publication version
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From: Charmley, William

Sent: Wednesday, March 15,2017 12:13 PM

To: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia
<sutton.tia@epa.gov>

Cec: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>;
Olechiw, Michael <olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook leila@epa.gov>
Subject: They have the wrong phone number for William Charmley in the pre-print
publication

Ben and Tia,

The pre-print version has the following for my phone number under the contacts:

734-214-4446

This is not my desk number. This is the desk number for Mark Coryell, who is the
local EPA Union representative here in Ann Arbor.

My desk number is

734-214-4466
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To: Sutton, Tia[sutton.tia@epa.govl; Birgfeld, Erin[Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov]
Cc: Charmiey, William[charmley.william@epa.gov], Sargeant, Kathryn[sargeant.kathryn@epa.govi
From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Thur 3/16/2017 1:50:25 PM
Subject: Web correction for the FR Notice Bill's phone #

Tia, Erin, | think this correction slipped through the cracks yesterday in our flurry. To
ward off phone calls to Mark Coryell’s phone (what’s now listed under Bill's name in the
FR), can we add this Correction note below? Or something similar.

Erin — if you’re good with this, please pass on to web team. Thanks! (Note, I'm popping
out of the office for a bit till ~12 noon).

The Midterm Evaluation Process

On March 15, 2017 Administrator Scott Pruitt and Department of Transportation
Secretary Elaine Chao announced that EPA intends to reconsider the final
determination, issued on January 12, 2017, that recommended no change to the
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles for model years 2022- 2025.
EPA now announces it will reconsider that determination in coordination with
NHTSA.

This process was established as a part of the 2012 final greenhouse gas
emissions standards for model years 2017-2025, requiring EPA to determine no
later than April 1, 2018, whether the standards for model years 2022-2025
established are appropriate. In accord with this schedule, the EPA intends to
make a new Final Determination regarding the appropriateness of the standards
no later than April 1, 2018.

00 Federal Register Notice: Notice of Intention to Reconsider the Final
Determanatxon of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Standards for Model Year 2022-2025 Light Duty Vehicles (PDF) (5 pp, 166 K, pre-
publication, About PDF)

“Correction: The EPA contact number listed in this notice contains a typo. The correct
phone number is (734) 214-4466.”
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0 Alliance of Auto Manufacturers Letter to Administrator Pruitt EXIT

From: Sutton, Tia

Sent: Wednesday, March 15,2017 1:13 PM

To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>

Cc: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Charmley, William
<charmley.william@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld. Erin@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: They have the wrong phone number for William Charmley in the pre-print
publication

Yep- that's not a problem at all, we've done that before.

Erin- can you ask Shan to include that note when she sends you the page to review & approve?

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 15, 2017, at 1:11 PM, Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov> wrote:

Since this will go on the web with the wrong phone number, could we add Correction note to the
web: such as: “Correction: The EPA contact number listed below contains a typo. The correct
phone number is (734) 214-4466."

From: Sutton, Tia

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 1:04 PM

To: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>

Cec: Charmley, William <charmley.william@epa.gov>; Birgfeld, Erin

<Birgfeld. Erin@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook.leila@epa.gov>
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Subject: Re: They have the wrong phone number for William Charmley in the pre-print
publication

Hi Bill,

A phone number update would generally be considered a minor typo fix that can be
corrected when FR reviews and sends us back their formatting edits to review & approve
before publication.

When I looked at this notice yesterday, it was not in proper FR format, so I'm assuming
we'll get it back with edits before it's published. We just need to flag it for whoever was put
down as the EPA contact on the FR cover sheet (Ben- do you know who that is- someone in
the AO maybe?) so they know to also make this edit. On the off chance that FR publishes
this without a full review, we can try to flag it for our OP liaisons as well.

-Tia
Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 15, 2017, at 12:24 PM, Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov> wrote:

Got it—we’ll see if we can get it fixed in the publication version

From: Charmley, William

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 12:13 PM

To: Hengst, Benjamin <Hengst.Benjamin@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia
<sutton.tia@epa.gov>

Cc: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>;
Olechiw, Michael <olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Cook, Leila <cook leila@epa.gov>
Subject: They have the wrong phone number for William Charmley in the pre-print
publication

Ben and Tia,
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The pre-print version has the following for my phone number under the contacts:

734-214-4446

This is not my desk number. This is the desk number for Mark Coryell, who is the
local EPA Union representative here in Ann Arbor.

My desk number is

734-214-4466

If there is any possibility to get this fixed that would be nice. Mark has nothing to do
with this subject.

Thanks
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Bill
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To: Charmiey, William[charmley.william@epa.gov]; Simon, Karl[Simon.Karl@epa.govl; Snapp,
Lisa[snapp.lisa@epa.govl; Alson, Jefflalson.jeff@epa.govl; Olechiw, Michael[olechiw.michael@epa.govi;
Bolon, Kevin[Bolon.Kevin@epa.govl; Yanca, Catherine[yanca.catherine@epa.govl; Hula,
Aaron[Hula.Aaron@epa.gov]

From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Thur 3/16/2017 12:03:29 PM

Subject: SAFE on MTE reopen

O P . PPN S s N P PPN BN AN

Another opinion piece by Robbie Diamond with optimism on collaboration in restarti
c

A senior White House energy official, speaking yesterday to reporters, expressed little
interest in picking a fight. He stated, “Will we be prohibiting states from setting their own
higher fuel standards? In 2018 we are going to have to work with California. Fourteen
other states are following California, so we are hoping that as we go through this
process California will be a partner and we can figure this out—but that’s a long way
down the road. We welcome California to the table.”

Since he’s been so outspoken on this in recent weeks, seems like we should sit down with him.
Bill/Karl — thoughts? | know Chris has met with him one-on-one a couple times. Maybe that
conversation could happen first. Then it would be good to sit down with his team (they visited
Ann Arbor back in 2015), especially to pick their brains on the ideas they've floated about
incorporating some assessment of CAVs/ride sharing into our analysis.

From: Robbie Diamond [mailto:Info@secureenergy.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 6:42 PM

To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>

Subject: Objects In Mirror Are Closer Than They Appear

Objects In Mirror Are Closer Than
They Appear

Securing America’s Future Energy | 1111 19th Street, NW, Suite 406 | Washington, DC | 202-461-2360 | i1
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Over the past week, we at SAFE have taken an active role asserting our views on the best way
forward for fuel economy standards in light of the Trump administration's reopening of the mid-
term evaluation. SAFE understands that today's announcement is simply a return to the original
timeline, and more importantly, that the interests of all stakeholders are more closely aligned
than they may appear. The review could lead to even greater transportation efficiency and
larger reductions in oil dependence in the longer term.

A battle between the White House, California, and the auto industry is surely possible, but we're
still early enough in this process to not only keep things on track but fundamently improve these
critical regulations. What matters is that everyone remained focused on the nation’s
interests—ending oil dependence while strengthening our industry, creating jobs, safeguarding
air and water, and improving national security. This is the reason we started last week with

an OpEd in The Detroit News by Generals Conway and McKiernan that laid out a step-by-step
deal that would benefit all the parties. As | told the press yesterday, “There’s no reason for
environmentalists, automakers, and conservatives to risk a nuclear war over these rules, which
will result in zero progress for all sides.”

To learn more about SAFE’s proposal, read our issue brief with more details on our position,
and our comments today in Reuters, Politico, and the Financial Times.

Finally, I would like to share some quotes from the relevant parties that show a collective
willingness to collaborate.

A senior White House energy official, speaking yesterday to reporters, expressed little interest in
picking a fight. He stated, “Will we be prohibiting states from setting their own higher fuel
standards? In 2018 we are going to have to work with California. Fourteen other states are
following California, so we are hoping that as we go through this process California will be a
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partner and we can figure this out—but that’s a long way down the road. We welcome California
to the table.”

Meanwhile, California’s top air-quality regulator Mary Nichols told Bloomberg, “We’re not going
to refuse to participate in the newly-reopened review process. We'll be there and we’ll be active.
We have the technical and legal ability to run a program that recognizes where electrification of
vehicles is headed. We're trying to put together a mix of incentives and regulations to move the
entire industry in this direction. This is what we’re going to do.”

As for industry, Mitch Bainwol President and CEO of the Auto Alliance, says, “President Trump
agreed, and now we will get back to work with EPA, NHTSA, CARB and other stakeholders in
carefully determining how we can improve mileage and reduce carbon emissions while
preserving vehicle safety, auto jobs and affordable new cars and trucks.”

Michigan Congresswoman Debbie Dingell also put it well. “My goal is fo bring permanent peace
between California, Michigan and the rest of the country and have everybody working together
toward strong fuel economy standards. That was the beauty of the process that President
Obama established and the agreement that was reached.”

Stay tuned as we continue our work to end America’s oil dependence through smart policy and
political compromise. Thank you for staying engaged and | ook forward to keeping you updated
On our progress.

Regards,

Robbie Diamond
President and CEO
Securing America’s Future Energy

Securing America’s Future Energy | 1111 19th Street, NW, Suite 406 | Washington, DC | 202-461-2360 | i1
If you would prefer not to receive further messages from SAFE, please click here to

ED_001220_00000270-00003



FOIA EPA-HQ-2017-006421 Production Set #1

To: Charmley, William[charmley.william@epa.gov]; Moran, Robin[moran.robin@epa.gov}]; Olechiw,
Michael[olechiw.michael@epa.gov]; Alson, Jefflalson.jeff@epa.govl; Hula, Aaron[Hula.Aaron@epa.gov];
Simon, Karl[Simon.Kari@epa.gov]; Hengst, Benjamin[Hengst.Benjamin@epa.govl; Snapp,
Lisa[snapp.lisa@epa.gov]

Cc: Grundler, Christopher{grundler.christopher@epa.govi

From: Birgfeld, Erin

Sent: Wed 3/15/2017 9:26:42 PM

Subject: MTE Clips

Hi All — a few MTE clips from key outlets:

Big win for automakers as Trump orders fuel economy standards review
(Reuters)

http://'www . reuters.com/article/us-usa-trump-autos-idUSKBN16M2C5

By Nick Carey and David Shepardson | DETROIT/WASHINGTON

U.S. President Donald Trump on Wednesday ordered a review of tough U.S. vehicle
fuel-efficiency standards put in place by the Obama administration, handing a victory to
auto industry executives and provoking criticism from Democrats and environmental
groups.

In a move that is widely seen as a preamble to loosening fuel standards, Trump told an
audience of cheering union workers, he would "ensure that any regulations we have
protect and defend your jobs, your factories," and promised he would encourage growth
in the U.S. auto sector.

"The assault on the American auto industry is over," Trump said, standing in front of a
banner that read "Buy American-Hire American." Trump added he plans "a very big
announcement next week regarding your industry,” but did not say what that would be.

The backdrop and message underscored Trump's efforts to lock down support in
industrial states such as Michigan that put him in the White House. Trump spoke at the
site of the former Willow Run bomber factory in Ypsilanti, Michigan, which won fame for
building an operational B-24 heavy bomber every 59 minutes during the Second World
War. Now, the site is being redeveloped as a testing ground for autonomous vehicles.

At a roundtable with industry leaders Trump made clear he expected automakers to hire
more Americans in return, a theme that dominated his election campaign.
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"We're going to do some wonderful work with you but you're going to have to help us
with jobs," he said.

Trump's event was attended by around 1,000 people, including automotive executives,
United Auto Workers union President Dennis Williams - who sat next to Trump - and
workers from Detroit's "Big Three" automakers: General Motors Co (GM.N), Ford Motor
Co (F.N) and Fiat Chrysler Automobiles NV (FCA) (FCHA.MI) (FCAU.N). Automakers
lined up examples of vehicles they build in the United States for the president to see.

Auto industry executives have said they are hopeful the Trump administration will
pursue tax and regulatory policies that would benefit U.S. manufacturers.

Reopening the fuel efficiency rules put in place by Democratic President Barack Obama
just a few weeks before he left office is one of the top items on the industry's agenda.
Automakers, through their lobbying groups, have said the Obama rules were too
expensive and could cost American jobs.

“These standards are costly for automakers and the American people,” said
Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Scott Pruitt. “We will work with our
partners at DOT to take a fresh look to determine if this approach is realistic," he said,
referring to the Department of Transportation.

After one participant in Wednesday's meetings mentioned environmental concerns,
Trump said he agreed but did not want an "extra thimbleful of fuel" to get in the way of
growth.

Automakers are wary of being seen as out of touch with environmental concerns, or
unwilling to invest in new technology. Ford, for example, used its Twitter account on
Wednesday to highlight previously announced commitments to develop electric
vehicles.

It could take a year for the review process to play out, and Wednesday's event was
effectively a starting gun for intense lobbying efforts over how government policy will
drive technology investment decisions in the auto sector.

Critics like Democratic U.S. Senator Edward Markey of Massachusetts said Trump's
move could hurt consumers.

"Filling up their cars and trucks is the energy bill Americans pay most often, but
President Trump's roll-back of fuel economy emissions standards means families will
end up paying more at the pump," Markey added.

The president is not seeking to revoke California's authority to set vehicle efficiency

rules even stricter than federal rules, including mandated sales of electric vehicles, as
part of this move, a White House official said. The official did not rule out seeking to
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withdraw California's authority in the future. Pruitt, an ally of the fossil fuel industry,
would not commit during his Senate confirmation hearing to allowing California to
continue its own clean vehicle rules.

California’s attorney general late Tuesday filed legal papers in a federal court defending
the Obama administration’s decision to finalize the determination in January.

The Obama administration's rules, negotiated with automakers in 2012, were aimed at
doubling average fleetwide fuel efficiency to 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025, although the
real-world mileage figures would be lower.

"THOUGHTFUL AND COORDINATED'

Automotive industry executives and lobbying groups were quick to praise the
administration's announcement.

"The Trump administration has created an opportunity for decision-makers to reach a
thoughtful and coordinated outcome predicated on the best and most current data,” said
Mitch Bainwol, chief executive of the AutoAlliance, an industry lobby group.

Automakers have signaled they want the government to give manufacturers more credit
toward achieving fuel efficiency targets for technologies such as "stop-start" systems
that shut down a car’s engine at a traffic light.

Regulators should also look at whether ride hailing and vehicle-to-vehicle
communications systems designed to prevent accidents and alleviate road congestion
could be counted toward the industry’s greenhouse gas emissions goals, the Alliance
for Automobile Manufacturers proposed in comments to the EPA last year. The group

represents a dozen automakers, including GM, Ford and FCA.

Under the 2012 agreement with the industry, the EPA was given until April 2018 to
decide whether the standards were feasible under a "midterm review," but the agency
moved up its decision to a week before Obama left office in a bid to maintain a key part
of his administration's environmental legacy.

An EPA analysis indicated that compared with previous rules, the 2025 standards would
result in savings of between $1,460 and $1,620 over the lifetime of a vehicle and
payback for new technology required to meet the new standards of around five years.

What lower gas-mileage standards
would mean for car and gas prices
(USAToday)
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The stage is set for a possible roliback in fuel-economy standards as President Trump is expected to
order a review that takes aim at stiffer requirements implemented by the Obama administration.

Here's a look at the potential implications of lower gas-mileage requirements, known as corporate
average fuel economy (CAFE):

The environment: Lower fuel economy translates into higher carbon emissions. That contributes directly
to climate change, which scientists blame for rising sea levels, extreme weather, harsher agricultural
conditions, biodiversity loss and health concerns.

Obama cited concerns about climate change as one of the key reasons why higher fuel economy
standards are necessary.

Higher gas mileage means lower petroleum consumption. To be sure, there is ample evidence that
people drive more when gas is less expensive.

Miles driven in the U.S. increased for a sixth consecutive year in 2016, topping 3.2 trillion miles, according
fo the Federal Highway Administration. In 2016, the average price of gasoline declined for a fourth
consecutive year, plunging to $2.13 per gallon nationwide, according to GasBuddy.

But the Union of Concerned Scientists, which advocates for policies to combat climate change, estimated

that the U.S, would save 3 million barrels of oil per day by 2030 if current fuel-economy standards remain
in place.

Vehicle design: Vehicles are getting bigger, in part because consumers are embracing crossovers, sport-
utility vehicles and pickup trucks with gasoline at low levels. Expect this trend to continue. Technological
improvements have also made these vehicles more fuel-efficient, narrowing the gap with cars and
removing the incentive for choosing a smalier vehicle.

One key question is whether automakers will still pursue alternative powertrain vehicles such as hybrids
and electric cars if fuel economy standards are rolled back.

If sales of those products remain siuggish, they may fade from view. But that's not inevitable for multiple
reasons. One factor to keep in mind is the impact of foreign markets on U.S. products. No one expects
foreign markets to lessen fuel economy standards — and amid a market in which vehicies are often
designed for global distribution, it's unlikely automakers will suddenly abandon alternative powertrain
vehicles for the American market.

Plus, there's a competitive factor. Automakers don't want to be caught empty-handed if and when
consumers eventually demand electric cars, hydrogen vehicles or other alternative powertrain models.

"Our industry is committed to producing even safer and more energy-efficient vehicles in the future and
that's what this process is all about," said Mitch Bainwol, CEO of the Auto Alliance, which lobbies in
Washington on behalf of automakers and supports Trump's review of CAFE standards.

California: Because it's such a large market that cannot be ignored, California has retained a significant
influence on automakers.
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The state has implemented regulations requiring automakers to sell fuel-efficient and alternative-
powertrain vehicles, setting a higher environmental benchmark for the industry than the Environmental
Protection Agency.

A White House official said the EPA’'s new review of fuel economy standards won't challenge the waivers
held by California and other states that allow them to impose even tougher emission-cutting requirements
on vehicles than required under the federal regulations.

But Trump could reverse course and attempt to undermine those regulations, potentially weakening the
state's outsized impact on the auto industry.

Still, "California can effectively counter a move to roll back the federal standards by retaining and even
strengthening its own standards, creating dueling systems of emission control that would be unworkable
for the industry,” former Obama EPA official Bob Sussman wrote in February for the Brookings Institution.

Profits: The automakers are pursuing looser fuel economy restrictions because they're concerned that
Obama's planned escalation would require them to manufacture fuel-efficient small cars that consumers
don't want to buy.

What's more, bigger, less-fuel-efficient vehicles are generally more profitable. The more automakers sell,
the better for the bottom line.

Eighteen automotive manufacturers wrote a letter to Trump in February asking him to review Obama's
EPA standards.

"Any reversal of the existing status would be positive for" automakers, Evercore [S] analyst Arndt
Ellinghorst said Tuesday in a research note.

Vehicle prices: Industry experts generally agree that average vehicle prices will increase if current fuel
economy standards remain in place through 2025.

That's because higher CAFE standards will require automakers to adopt new powertrain technologies that
are more expensive to the consumer, such as electric vehicles that, despite their promise, are still
expensive for the average shopper.

David Cole, chairman emeritus of the Center for Automotive Research, said that automakers have
exhausted most of the cost-effective ways to improve fuel economy, including weight reduction, tire
improvements and aerodynamic design.

"The economics are a big deal and this is what really concerns the industry,” Cole said in an interview.
"You add too much to the cost of a vehicle, they're hard to sell."

Fuel costs: It's indisputable that higher fuel economy requirements would save consumers money at the
pump.

The Consumers Union, the policy arm of Consumer Reports, said in a recent report that the average
buyer of a 2015 model-year vehicle spent $523 less on gasoline than for a 2005 vehicle.

The question is whether those savings would offset potentially higher prices.

"Weakening the standard now would mean consumers would lose out on some of those savings,"
Consumers Union policy counsel Shannon Baker-Branstetter said in a statement. "For middle-class
families struggling to pay bills, raising costs at the pump is a bad deal."
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Jobs: Here's where it gets particularly fricky.

The Center for Automotive Research concluded in a September report that in eight out of nine scenarios,
the U.S. economy would lose auto manufacturing jobs if current standards stay in place. The researchers
analyzed three price levels for gasoline, based on U.S. Energy Information Administration projections —
$2.44, $3 and $4.64. They matched that with three different estimates for the average cost per vehicle
required to meet the CAFE mandates — $2,000, $4,000 and $6,000.

The Center for Automotive Research has historically received some funding from the auto industry but
said this study was independently funded,

But the BlueGreen Alliance, which represents union and environmental interests, wamed Tuesday that
the U.S. has more than 1,200 facilities in 48 states manufacturing "key technologies that go into mesting
fuel-economy standards.”

"Effective, long-term standards are critical to maintaining robust advanced technology investment,
innovation, and job growth, as well as to continuing to position the domestic industry as a global leader,"
the organization said in a December report.

Follow USA TODAY reporter Nathan Bomey on Twitter @NathanBomey.

U.S. won't seek to roll back California
vehicle authority

March 15, 2017 @ 6:42 am
David Shepardson

Reuters

UPDATED: 3/15/17 3:29 pm ET - adds details

WASHINGTON -- President Donald Trump said the EPA will revive a
review of the feasibility of strict fuel efficiency standards through 2025,
but did not withdraw California's authority to set its own vehicle rules.

The president announced the review on Wednesday during an appearance
in Michigan.
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Earlier, a White House official briefing reporters said the Trump
administration will spend the next year working on the review to determine
if the 2022-25 model-year rules are feasible. The administration has made
no decisions on how or if the standards should be revised.

But the Trump administration is not picking an immediate fight with
California, which has long drawn the ire of automakers for setting more
aggressive environmental vehicle rules, including requiring zero-emission
cars.

In 2012, California, the most populous U.S. state, agreed to harmonize its
vehicle emissions rules with Obama administration rules that were aimed at
doubling average fleetwide fuel efficiency to 54.5 mpg by 2025. Thirteen
other states have adopted California rules that account for about 40
percent of U.S. vehicle sales.

California has a waiver under the Clean Air Act to set its own vehicle rules
and has said it would vigorously fight any effort to revoke it. The
administration official did not rule out a potential effort to restrict California's
authority at a future date but said the White House hoped to work
collaboratively with the state on the review.

Securing America's Energy Future, a nonpartisan group of energy
advocates and retired military leaders, urged the federal government,
California and others to work together.

"There's no reason for environmentalists, automakers and conservatives to
risk a nuclear war over these rules, which will result in zero progress for all
sides,” said SAFE's chief executive, Robbie Diamond.

In Michigan, Trump met with CEOs from General Motors, Ford Motor Co.
and Fiat Chrysler Automobiles and top U.S. executives from Toyota Motor
Corp., Daimler AG and others. He addressed hundreds of cheering
autoworkers who attended the rally-like event.

EPA had had until April 2018 to decide whether the standards were
feasible under a "midterm review," but moved up its decision to a week
before President Barack Obama left office in January.

Automakers argue the vehicle emissions rules will impose significant costs
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and are out of step with consumer preferences. They say they need more
flexibility to meet the rules amid low gas prices.

Environmentalists say the rules reduce fuel costs and greenhouse gases,
and they have vowed to sue if the Trump administration weakens them.

Q&A: Change to fuel economy
standards could impact consumers
(WaPo/AP)

By Dee-Ann Durbin | AP iarch 15 at 3:36 P

DETROIT — President Donald Trump plans to re-examine federal fuel economy
requirements for new cars and trucks.

The requirements were a centerpiece of President Barack Obama’s strategy to
combat global warming. But Trump appears to be making good on a pledge to
car company CEOs to reduce “unnecessary regulations.”

Here’s what's happening:

WHAT ARE CAFE AND GHG STANDARDS?

CAFE (Corporate Average Fuel Economy) standards are mile-per-gallon targets
for cars and trucks set by the U.S. government. The standards are based on size
and are weighted by sales. Each manufacturer has a different requirement based
on the models it sells.

Congress required the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration to develop
CAFE standards in 1975 after gasoline shortages during the Arab oil embargo.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency began regulating greenhouse gas
emissions from vehicles in 2007. The agencies work together to produce CAFE
standards.

The standard for passenger cars stayed at 27.5 mpg from 1990 until 2007. In

2009, the government set a fuel economy standard of 34.1 mpg for cars and light
trucks by 2016. In 2012, it set a new target of 54.5 mpg by 2025. The number
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can change depending on the mix of vehicles customers buy. Right now, it
stands at 51.4 mpg because people are buying more SUVs and trucks.

UNDER THE CURRENT STANDARD, WOULD MY CAR GET 54.5 MPG IN

AV Yy H

No. Manufacturers can apply credits for various fuel-saving technologies to arrive
at that figure. Real-world mileage would be closer to 36 mpg.

WHAT’S HAPPENING NOW?

In the last days of the Obama administration, the EPA completed a review of the
standards for model years 2022-2025 and left them unchanged, saying the car
companies have many affordable options to help them comply. The industry
protested, saying the review was too hasty and didn’t consider the fact that gas
prices have fallen and few consumers want the smallest, most fuel-efficient
vehicles.

President Trump is reopening the evaluation process, which could lead to
weaker standards.

WHY WOULD THE GOVERNMENT CONSIDER CHANGING THE
STANDARDS?

President Trump wants automakers to expand production in the U.S. and hire
more workers. In exchange, he has promised to cut regulations and taxes.
Gasoline is more than $1 per gallon cheaper than it was in 2012, when the
standards were issued. The low prices hurt demand for more fuel-efficient cars. If
those cars don’t sell, their high mileage can’t be counted toward an automaker’s
corporate average fuel economy.

But environmental groups say weakening the standards would increase pollution
and require consumers to spend more on gas.

HOW ARE AUTOMAKERS IMPROVING THEIR FUEL ECONOMY?
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Manufacturers have introduced all-electric cars like the Chevrolet Bolt and
increased the use of lightweight materials like aluminum. Engine technologies,
such as direct fuel injection, and more efficient transmissions are also
contributing. The standards give manufacturers extra credit for new technologies,
such as hybrid engines for pickup trucks and stop-start systems, which
automatically shut off the engine when the vehicle stops in traffic.

DO THOSE ADDED TECHNOLOGIES MAKE MY VEHICLE MORE
EXPENSIVE?

Yes. In its final ruling in January, the EPA estimated the fuel economy standards
will cost $875 per vehicle. A study commissioned by the Alliance of Automobile
Manufacturers estimates the cost of compliance at $1,249 per vehicle. However,
the EPA says the standards would save consumers up to $1,620 in gas over the
life of their vehicle.

IF THE STANDARDS ARE WEAKENED, WILL THAT AFFECT WHAT KINDS
OF CARS ARE AVAILABLE?

Maybe. Automakers might choose to offer fewer electric or hybrid cars in the
U.S., since those are less profitable than trucks and SUVs. They also could scrap
subcompact cars, which are unpopular with U.S. consumers but help meet fuel
economy targets.

There are caveats. Automakers will still have to meet rising fuel economy
standards in China and Europe, so they won’t stop making efficient vehicles. If
gas prices rise, U.S. consumers might demand more fuel-efficient cars. Finally,
California and other blue states have a history of passing stricter standards than
the rest of the country. If that continues, automakers would have to keep their
most fuel-efficient models in U.S. showrooms, since California is the biggest
market in the U.S.

Trump pumps brakes on Obama-era fuel efficiency standards (FOX News)

By Barnini Chakraborty

Published March 15, 2017
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Trump announced Wednesday that his administration would re-examine Obama-era
fuel efficiency rules for cars and trucks, during a visit to the heart of the U.S. auto
industry.

After meeting with auto CEOs and union leaders, Trump announced his plan at the
American Center for Mobility in Ypsilanti, Mich., outside Detroit. He told the crowd his
administration will “help the companies” that in turn “are going to help you.”

“There is no more beautiful sight than an American-made car,” Trump said. “We
want to be the car capital of the world again.”

Trump announced he's putting a midterm review of fuel efficiency standards back
on track, giving officials another year to study the issue before setting new
standards in 2018.

CAFE emissions targets were at the heart of former President Barack Obama’s
multi-year strategy to fight climate change. Trump’s willingness to hit the brakes
underscores his administration’s aim to roll back environmental rules in order to
boost economic growth.

Senate Minority Leader Chuck Schumer, D-N.Y., ripped the announcement as
"one of the first steps in an all-out assault by the Trump administration to
dismantle important environmental protection.”

Under Obama, the EPA had pushed a rule for cars and light trucks requiring a
fleet-wide average of 54.5 mpg by 2025.

Back in 2012, the Obama administration set fuel-economy regulations for model
years 2017-2025. The administration agreed to complete a midterm evaluation in
2018. But a week before Obama left office, then-EPA head Gina McCarthy decided
to keep the stringent requirements it had set in place for model years 2022-2025.

While the Trump administration has not flat-out said it wants to weaken the
standards, the president campaigned on the promise of eliminating “job-killing”
regulations.

“These standards are costly for automakers and the American people,” EPA
Administrator Scott Pruitt said in a written statement. “We will work with our
partners at DOT to take a fresh look at determine if this approach is realistic. This
thorough review will help ensure that this national program is good for
consumers and good for the environment.”

Transportation Secretary Elaine Chao also applauded the decision, calling the
move “a win for the American economy.”
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The news isn’t great for environmentalists who say the rules are working and
claim they will save drivers thousands of dollars in fuel costs down the road and
shouldn’t be changed.

Automakers argue that the gas-mileage targets make it too expensive for the
industry to produce more high-mileage cars given the consumer preference to
purchase larger vehicles that are less fuel-efficient.

In 2016, car sales slipped month after month as low gas prices made buying
larger vehicles more attractive.

A group of 12 manufacturers including GM and Ford has pressed the White
House to roll back the Obama fuel standard targets. The new rules “threaten to
depress an industry that can ill afford spiraling regulatory costs,” Mitch Bainwol,
chief executive of the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers, wrote in a Feb. 27
letter to Pruitt.

Bainwol slammed the decision and reasoned it was “riddled with indefensible
assumptions, inadequate analysis and a failure to engage with contrary
evidence.”

Bainwol’s letter to Pruitt follows a separate letter to Trump from the heads of GM,

Ford, Fiat Chrysler, Toyota, VW, Honda, Hyundai, Nissan asking him to reverse
the rules.

Trump also told the crowd of auto workers they would be respected.
"Soon, now, already happened,” he said.

After leaving Detroit, Trump was heading to Nashville to lay a wreath at former
President Andrew Jackson’s tomb, before holding a campaign-style rally in the

city.

The Associated Press contributed to this report.

Opinion piece from March 10

The High Cost of Rolling Back
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Fuel Standards

By

Cass R, Sunstein

A Republican president takes office, vowing to eliminate job-killing regulations
issued by his Democratic predecessor. In his first weeks, the automobile industry
publicly asks him to eliminate specific regulations that are, in its view, crushingly
burdensome. He agrees.

Sound familiar? It should. But we’re speaking of 1981, not 2017, and of Ronald
Reagan’s decision to repeal one of the central achievements of the Jimmy Carter
administration: a rule designed to reduce highway deaths and injuries by
requiring “passive restraints,” such as airbags, in motor vehicles.

For fans of deregulation, the story ends badly. In 1983, the Supreme Court

unjustified by reasons or evidence -- a naked exercise of political power.

That’s a warning for the Trump administration. Sure, the Supreme Court in
coming years will not be the same as it was in 1983. But its current and future
members are not likely to be comfortable with arbitrary or evidence-free
decisions from federal administrators.

Reagan’s ignominious defeat bears directly on what might well be the biggest
regulatory controversy of the coming years. Acting in direct response to the pleas
of the automobile industry, Trump’s regulators appear poised to revisit a major
accomplishment of the Obama administration: a fuel-economy rule intended to
save both money and lives, and finalized in 2012 by the Department of
Transportation and the Environmental Protection Agency.

True, deregulation is often a sensible response to unjustifiably costly federal
requirements. But on the basis of the numbers, discussed at length in the
government’s technical analysis, the fuel-economy program looks quite solid --
and if the Trump administration concludes otherwise, it will have to offer a
detailed justification, not talking points.

ED_001220_00000277-00013



FOIA EPA-HQ-2017-006421 Production Set #1

The program covers the period from 2017 to 2025, and it is designed to increase
vehicles’ average fuel economy to more than 50 miles per gallon by the final
year. It was developed in close collaboration with automobile companies, and in
2012, they embraced it. (Disclosure: As administrator of the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs, | had some involvement in the rulemaking.)
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osts of about $6.49 billion. Most of those costs wm be borne by consumers, who
will have to pay more for new cars. But according to the current numbers, those
very consumers will ultimately be the rule’s biggest beneficiaries: Because fuel-
efficient vehicles are less costly to operate, people are expected to save a
whopping $20.5 billion annually. On net, the annual benefit to consumers is more

than $14 billion.

Putting climate change entirely to one side, you’ll also find big benefits for human
health, because the rule will cut emissions of both particulate matter and ozone.
The result will be to reduce premature deaths, chronic bronchitis, hospital
admissions for respiratory causes, and emergency admissions for asthma.

In terms of greenhouse-gas emissions, the program will also have a big impact.
Over its lifetime, it is expected to eliminate the equivalent of two billion metric
tons of carbon-dioxide emissions.

The technical analysis explores other effects as well, including reductions in
imported oil and the impact on accidents, noise and congestion. The overall
conclusion is that the program will produce annual net benefits of $19.5 billion.
You can’t find a lot of regulations with that kind of payoff.

An unusual feature of the program, as it was finalized in 2012, is that it called for
a midterm government review in 2017, reassessing the requirements for the
period from 2022-2025. (Through 2021, the program now appears to be locked
in.) Because markets and technology can go in surprising directions, the idea of
a midterm review makes a ton of sense.

In January, the Obama administration undertook that review and elected to retain
the program as it was originally designed. In the process, it offered a painstaking
and highly technical explanation of its decision.

In fact, it concluded that the progress of technology development would support
even more stringent standards from 2022-2025 -- but that in view of the need for
regulatory certainty, and to respect the industry’s need for long-term planning,
the 2012 program should not be amended.
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To be sure, it is perfectly appropriate for the Trump administration to reconsider
the decisions of its predecessors, and to listen carefully to those who vigorously
object to regulatory requirements. But as the Supreme Court made clear in 1983,
an agency can’t repeal a regulation simply because it doesn’t like it. It must
engage with the law and the facts. And if the prior administration has offered a
technical justification, the repeal must be accompanied by an explanation of why
that justification is wrong.

The Trump administration might be able to offer such an explanation. For
example, it might conclude that by 2025, a standard in excess of 50 miles per
gallon is not feasible, or that it cannot be achieved at reasonable cost. It might
reject the EPA’s conclusion, in January, that consumers would ultimately be big
winners, gaining $100 billion from the 2022-2025 standards. It might argue that a
creative approach of its own could generate large benefits at lower cost.

But conclusions of this kind require evidence and analysis, rather than a plea
from an interest group, or general skepticism about regulation and the very idea
of climate change. Whether you’re concerned about consumer savings, public
health, energy independence, cost-benefit analysis or greenhouse-gas
emissions, the fuel-economy program has a lot going for it. If the Trump
administration wants to scale it back, it will have some explaining to do.

This column does not necessarily reflect the opinion of the editorial board or Bloomberg
LP and its owners.

Erin Birgfeld
Communications Director
Office of Transportation and Air Quality

U.S. EPA

202-564-6741 (work)

202-255-4434 (cell)

Work Schedule:
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8-6 M,T,Th
8-2:30 W.F

Flexiplace every Wed (call 202-255-4434 to reach me on Wednesday).

ED_001220_00000277-00016



FOIA EPA-HQ-2017-006421 Production Set #1

To: Charmiey, William[charmley.william@epa.gov}]
Cc: Olechiw, Michael[olechiw.michael@epa.gov]
From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Wed 3/15/2017 5:59:30 PM
Subject: web change

Bill, the web folks are being told to add this link to the Alliance letter

The Midterm Evaluation Process

On March 15, 2017 Administrator Scott Pruitt and Department of Transportation
Secretary Elaine Chao announced that EPA intends to reconsider the final
determination, issued on January 12, 2017, that recommended no change to the
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles for model years 2022- 2025. EPA now
announces it will reconsider that determination in coordination with NHTSA.

This process was established as a part of the 2012 final greenhouse gas emissions
standards for model years 2017-2025, requiring EPA to determine no later than April 1,
2018, whether the standards for model years 2022-2025 established are appropriate. In
accord with this schedule, the EPA intends to make a new Final Determination
regarding the appropriateness of the standards no later than April 1, 2018.

« Federal Register Notice: Notice of Intention to Reconsider the Final Determination
of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards for Model
Year 2022-2025 Light Duty Vehicles (PDF) (5 pp, 166 K, pre-publication, About PDF)

« Alliance of Auto Manufacturers Letter to Administrator Pruitt Exit

Robin Moran

Senior Policy Advisor

U.S. EPA, Office of Transportation and Air Quality
2000 Traverwood Dr.

Ann Arbor, MI 48105

(734) 214-4781 (phone)

(734) 214-4821 (fax)
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To: France, Jennifer[france.jennifer@epa.gov]; Sutton, Tia[sutton.tia@epa.gov]; Liao,
Shan[Liao.Shan@epa.gov]
Cc: Birgfeld, Erin[Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov};, Moran, Robin[moran.robin@epa.gov}; Suarez,

Patricia[suarez.patricia@epa.gov]; Mylan, Christopher[Mylan.Christopher@epa.govl; Levin,
David[Levin.David@epa.govl]; Charmley, William[charmley.william@epa.gov]; Olechiw,
Michael[olechiw.michael@epa.gov]; Lieske, Christopher{lieske.christopher@epa.gov]
From: Dietrich, Gwen

Sent: Wed 3/15/2017 5:33:13 PM

O abain ~se DE.:. Maiingtinnm An nra_niihh varoinm AF nAdina
QUNjeLL NL. WUCOSHUUHT U PIT-PUDb VTIEOIUTT UL TTULILE

cafe-joint-notice-dot-epa-2017-03-13.pdf

Everyone,

Corrected.

Attached and prepared for posting on the Web:
cafe-joint-notice-dot-epa-2017-03-13.pdf

File is 146 KB and 5 pages.

Gwen Dietrich

Communications/Graphic Design Specialist

Senior Service America, Inc. (Grantee)

Supporting the Office of Transportation and Air Quality
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

734-214-4639

From: France, Jennifer

Sent: Wednesday, March 15,2017 1:28 PM

To: Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@epa.gov>; Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>

Cec: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Dietrich,
Gwen <Dietrich. Gwen@epa.gov>; Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; Mylan,
Christopher <Mylan.Christopher@epa.gov>; Levin, David <Levin.David@epa.gov>; Charmley,
William <charmley.william@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael <olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Lieske,
Christopher <lieske.christopher@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Question on pre-pub version of notice
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Good catch Tia! Gwen is fixing it right now (it’s still 3/15 on the 2™+ pages).

From: Sutton, Tia

Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 1:24 PM

To: Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>

Cc: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld. Erin@epa.gov>; Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Dietrich,
Gwen <Dietrich. Gwen@epa.gov>; Suarez, Patricia <suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; France, Jennifer
<france.jennifer@epa.gov>; Mylan, Christopher <Mylan.Christopher@epa.gov>; Levin, David
<Levin.David@epa.gov>; Charmley, William <charmley.william@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michaecl@epa.gov>; Lieske, Christopher <lieske.christopher@epa.gov>

Subject: Question on pre-pub version of notice

Hi all,

I'm operating by phone right now so can't easily open documents, but just wanted to check one
quick thing. When the version with the updated date was sent, can someone check to make sure
that the date was changed to 3/13 in both the first page disclaimer and the 2nd-thru-last page

disclaimer? Gwen or David may have already caught and fixed this, but just wanted to check
before we go live.

Thanks!!
-Tia
Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 15, 2017, at 10:37 AM, Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov> wrote:

These changes (including Erin and Robin’s) are made in the draft version:
https://wcms.epa.gov/node/162119/revisions/506181/view

NOTE: the linked pre-publication document is a place holder. Once this draft
page and the pre-publication document are approved for posting, I will replace
the document holder with the true pre-publication document.
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Shan Liao

Task Order Manager & Web L
NVFEL Library, operated by:
Arctic Slope Mission Services, LLC (ASMS)
2000 Traverwood Drive

Ann Arbor, MI 48105

734-214-4435 - Phone

734-214-4525 - Fax

liao.shan@epa.gov

1]’\1‘9!‘191’1
AULOL G

Tell us how we're doing - rate our customer service!

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/epalibsurvey

From: Birgfeld, Erin

Sent: Wednesday, March 15,2017 10:30 AM

To: Moran, Robin <moran.robin@epa.gov>; Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>; Dietrich,
Gwen <Dietrich. Gwen@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@epa.gov>; Suarez, Patricia
<suarez.patricia@@epa.gov>; France, Jennifer <france jennifer@epa.gov>; Mylan,
Christopher <Mylan.Christopher@epa.gov>; Levin, David <Levin.David@epa.gov>

Cc: Charmley, William <charmley.william@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Lieske, Christopher <lieske.christopher@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Web Markup - MTE Notice
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Ex. 5 - Deliberative Process %Thanks.

Shan let us know when you have a draft for review.

Best,
Erin

From: Moran, Robin

Sent: Wednesday, March 15,2017 10:28 AM

To: Birgfeld, Erin <Birgfeld. Erin@epa.gov>; Liao, Shan <Liao.Shan@epa.gov>; Dietrich,
Gwen <Dietrich. Gwen@epa.gov>; Sutton, Tia <sutton.tia@epa.gov>; Suarez, Patricia
<suarez.patricia@epa.gov>; France, Jennifer <france jennifer@epa.gov>; Mylan,
Christopher <Mylan.Christopher@epa.gov>; Levin, David <Levin.David@epa.gov>

Cec: Charmley, William <charmley.william@epa.gov>; Olechiw, Michael
<olechiw.michael@epa.gov>; Lieske, Christopher <lieske.christopher@epa.gov>

Subject: Web Markup - MTE Notice

Ex. 5 - Deliberative Process

If there are any more changes recommended from others, could everyone please
make sure I'm looped in?

Thanks!

Robin
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From: Bir